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Livestock production in Ethiopia is contributing to household income, economic development and 
food and nutrition security. It is also a source of export earnings. The Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) 
has identified livestock as one of the priority sectors in all its extension and development efforts. 
However, livestock production in Ethiopia is characterized by low production and productivity due to 
low levels of management, and availability and quality of inputs. Specifically, it is challenged by 
insufficient quantity and low quality of feeds; prevalence of animal diseases; lack of access to 
productive breeds; lack of market infrastructure; and limited extension, veterinary and market 
services.  
To transform the livestock sector from subsistence to commercial oriented production, different 
initiatives have been taken by the government, development partners, nongovernmental 
organizations, and national and international research institutions. The Livestock and Fishery Sector 
Development Project (LFSDP), financed through support from the World Bank for its implementation 
in the mixed crop-livestock production systems in the Ethiopian highlands, is aiming to improve the 
lives and livelihoods of farmers by supporting innovation in the dairy, red meat, poultry, and fishery 
value chains in 58 districts in Amhara, Benishangul Gumuz , Gambella, Oromia, SNNP and Tigray 
regional states. The LFSDP is designed to translate the Livestock Master Plan (LMP) to action so that 
livestock can contribute to the growth and transformation plan, the sustainable development goals 
and climate resilient green economy policies of the country.      
The International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI) has been supporting the MoA in conducting the 
livestock sector analysis (LSA), developing the LMP, executing different projects and undertaking 
baseline studies for the drought resilience projects. Considering ILRI’s experience in conducting 
different baseline studies, and the presence of teams of experts and facilities, the MoA and World 
Bank awarded ILRI a consultancy contract to conduct this baseline study in support of the LFSDP 
project. The rich data generated from this study will help assess project impacts in transforming the 
selected commodities and the livelihood of the different categories of project beneficiaries—
smallholder farmers, youths, women, cooperatives, private sector—in the project and nearby 
districts. I am sure this report will be an important reference for any ongoing and future 
development interventions in the mixed crop-livestock production systems in Ethiopia. 
We are grateful for the opportunity given to ILRI to undertake this study. We remain committed to 
work with the Ministry and other partners for the development of sustainable livestock systems. 
 
 
Iain A Wright 
Deputy Director General – Research and Development, Integrated Sciences 








The Government of the Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia (GoE) is determined to improve the 
contributions of the livestock sub-sector towards economic growth, household income, poverty 
reduction and food and nutrition security. This is evidenced through the priority the government 
gives to the sector in the second Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP II) being implemented 
from 2016–2020. As a result, livestock and fisheries are now take a critical position in achieving 
priority goals of the government.  The Ethiopian Ministry of Agriculture (MoA), in partnership with 
the World Bank, is currently implementing the Livestock and Fisheries Sector Development 
Project (LFSDP).   
  
To support the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of the project and lay the foundation for 
subsequent sound and scientific impact assessment, a baseline survey was conducted in the project 
areas and selected control sites. This report is prepared based on the household baseline survey for 
the LFSDP intervention woredas and selected control woredas to measure changes among target 
beneficiaries (in terms of before and after the intervention) and the attribution of changes to the 
project interventions (in terms of with and without intervention, alongside the before and after 
comparison). The household survey data, collected between June and July 2019, refers to 
the previous agricultural season (September 2017–August 2018).   
   
Analysis of the household survey data set of 1,350 households revealed interesting results and 
implications both for development and research in the mixed crop-livestock systems of the highlands 
of Ethiopia. Households are led by relatively young household heads, with an average age of 45 
years, offering potential for higher technology uptake possibilities. More than half of the household 
heads have formal education, which might provide opportunities for better access and ability to 
process technical and market-related information. This could in turn enhance livestock 
development.  The average household size was 5.6 people, with corresponding total overall 
dependency ratio of 0.86. This suggests that a household has about three working age members.    
  
Average livestock holding per household was small at 4.5 for cattle, 5.0 for sheep and 4.2 
goats. This suggests efforts to improve livestock assets or enhance livestock productivity are 
imperative for poverty alleviation and food security in the study areas. Livestock holdings are lower 
in female than male-headed households, suggesting the need for targeted intervention to improve 
livestock holdings in female-headed households. Livestock productivity is also low with average milk 
yield of 4.5 litres per day from crossbred cows and 1.2 litres from local cows. Average egg 
productivity is 176 eggs/year from improved chicken breeds and 54 eggs from local chicken.  
  
Adoption of crossbred animals (cattle, sheep and goats) is low, implying the need to intensify efforts 
to promote higher yielding crossbreeds or adapting specialized local breeds, such as the Begait dairy 
type animals. Communal grazing lands are an important source of livestock feed in the study areas. 
However, these communal resources are used in a free grazing system and continue to be degraded 
over time, as reported by respondents. Overgrazing of communal grazing lands is also accompanied 






another concern reported by households. Studies suggest that grazing land productivity can be 
enhanced significantly by introducing grazing land management systems through collective actions.    
  
Fish production in the study areas is limited and localized. Overall, only about 3% of surveyed 
households were involved in fish production during the survey year, although fishing is an important 
livelihood in the Gambela region. Almost all households involved in fishing practice inland fishing.  
Aquaculture is very limited, suggesting the need for intensified efforts to promote aquaculture in 
line with the objective of the LFSDP.     
  
Households are more likely to sell than to buy livestock, perhaps as expected. Most of the purchases 
by households are aimed at maintaining or improving herd size. Households are more likely to buy 
cattle than to buy other animals. Close to half of the surveyed households sold cattle and chicken. 
Households are also more likely to sell sheep than goats, perhaps because sheep are more in 
demand in such highland settings. More than 80% of the egg producers in the survey regions 
participate in egg market as sellers. However, only about 10% of milk producers sold milk, showing 
the subsistence nature of dairy production in the study areas. Milk is usually processed into butter 
and either sold or used for household consumption. The lack of milk collection centres, milk cooling 
facilities, confounded by the low volume of milk production may be forcing households to resort 
to home processing. These results imply that efforts to promote market-oriented livestock 
production are needed, reinforcing the hypothesis of the LFSDP.    
  
Average household cash income earnings are low at ETB27,224 per household per year. There is also 
a wide variation in the amount of cash income earned across households. Most household cash 
income is earned from the sale of non-livestock farm activities, mainly crops. The second important 
source of cash income is livestock sales, followed by livestock product sales. The fact that livestock 
product sales ranks low as a source of cash income indicates the subsistence nature of the 
livestock sub-sector, again implying the need for efforts to transform the sub-sector into a market-
oriented system.    
  
More than a third of the households reported saving money, with close to half of the savers using 
commercial banks to save money. Interestingly, the average amount saved (ETB11, 511) was about 
half of the cash income of households, perhaps suggesting that improving household cash income 
may also improve the saving behaviour of households. As with cash income, there is a wide variation 
in the amount of money saved across households. That male-headed households are more likely to 
save than female-headed households indicates the need for interventions to improve cash income 
and saving behaviour of female-headed households. Credit access and use for livestock is limited in 
the study area, indicating the need for better financial services targeted at livestock farmers.    
  
Overall, about a third of producers of the different livestock commodities reported contacting 
extension service providers for advice and information. Of those who had extension contact, half of 
them rated the timeliness and relevance of the services provided to them as poor or very poor. 
These results indicate that the limited coverage of the extension services is exacerbated by 
untimeliness and inappropriateness of the information provided. These results send a strong signal 
to extension service providers to evaluate both the delivery channel, as well as the content of the 







Livestock extension agents are also considered as livestock health service providers in the study 
area mainly because of the challenges in accessing the actual service providers such as CAHWs, 
veterinary drug stores and public veterinary service providers. Private service providers are among 
the least accessed service providers, perhaps because they are not widely available or are more 
expensive than government service providers. These results imply that livestock health services in 
the rural areas remain weak or non-existent, implying that serious attention needs to be given to 
improve accessibility of health services. Promoting private livestock health services is an important 
aspect of improving accessibility.    
    
Overall livestock holdings in the study areas are low. Livestock holdings are even lower in female-
headed households than male-headed households, suggesting the need for targeted interventions to 
improve livestock holding in female-headed households through better credit facilities, stronger 
livestock extension services and improved market linkages. The fact that sales of livestock products 
as source of cash income ranked low in the study areas indicates the subsistence nature of the 
livestock sub-sector, implying the need for efforts to transform the sub-sector into a market-
oriented system.   
   
The low livestock productivity across all species undermines the contribution of livestock to 
household income, welfare and overall rural economic growth. Low productivity levels are related 
to low adoption of improved livestock breeds, poor livestock husbandry practices, weak extension 
services and low economic incentives of farmers. These results imply the need for concerted efforts 
to improve the supply of higher productivity breeds, adequate focus on livestock by extension 
service providers and market development, all of which reinforce the hypothesis of the LFSDP.     
   
Feed stands out as the most important challenge in livestock production in the study areas. Feed 
accounts for more than half of the livestock production cost. Most farmers use communal grazing 
lands and crop residues as major sources of livestock feed. The communal grazing lands are used as 
free grazing resources, resulting in severe degradation and low productivity. Moreover, continuous 
conversion of grazing lands into crop cultivation and residential sites diminish the size of communal 
grazing lands. Use of improved planted forage species is low. The supply of agro-industrial by-
products and manufactured feed is limited and expensive to farmers. These results imply that 
interventions to promote controlled grazing in communal grazing lands, practices to improve the 
nutritive value of crop residues and promoting the cultivation of improved forage species are 
urgently needed. Household level feed ration formulation from local resources is another option 











Ethiopia’s remarkable endowment of livestock and fishery resources remains underutilized mainly 
due to low productivity, subsistence forms of production, weak services and underdeveloped 
livestock markets. Underlying these apparent constraints are weak institutional capacity of the MoA 
and regional bureaus, the research system, input supply systems, animal health services, financial 
services to smallholders and their associations and low genetic potential of the animals.  
 
Cognizant of this untapped potential, the GoE seems determined to improve the contributions of 
the sub-sector to economic growth, household income, poverty reduction and food and nutrition 
security. As a result, the livestock and fisheries sub-sectors assume significant priorities in the GoE’s 
GTP II being implemented from 2016–2020. Livestock and fisheries are now seen as critical in 
achieving priority goals of the government including (i) overall economic growth; (ii) increasing the 
volume and value of exports; (iii) poverty reduction in both the highland and lowland areas; 
(iv) contribution to improved food security and nutritional outcomes for rural and urban 
households; and (v) supporting the country’s green growth priorities. Recognizing these priorities, 
the GoE recently approved the Livestock Master Plan (LMP), which is a series of five-year 
development plans for key livestock value chains and production systems within each value chain.    
 
To improve the contribution of the sector, the MoA has been implementing various initiatives. In its 
determination to scale up its investment and institutional support for the livestock and fisheries 
sector, the MoA in partnership with the world Bank is currently implementing the Livestock and 
Fisheries Sector Development Project (LFSDP). To support the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of 
the project and lay the foundation for subsequent sound and scientific impact assessment, a 
baseline survey was conducted in the project areas and selected control sites.  
 
Recognizing recent successful collaborations between ILRI and the MoA in conducting baseline 
surveys for various projects in the lowland areas of the country, and ILRI’s livestock research 
experiences in the highlands of Ethiopia for several decade, the MoA requested ILRI to conduct the 
baseline survey for the LSFDP. ILRI management honoured this request and assembled a team of 
experts to conduct the baseline survey and analysis.  
 
ILRI was pleased to engage in this partnership with the MoA since the goal and objectives of the 
LFSDP are in line with ILRI’s mission to improve food and nutritional security and to reduce poverty 
in developing countries through research for efficient, safe and sustainable use of livestock – 
ensuring better lives through livestock. Moreover, ILRI believes it is critical to work closely with 








1.2 The project 
The LFSDP is aimed at increasing productivity and commercialization of producers and processors in 
selected value chains, strengthening service delivery systems in the livestock and fisheries sectors, 
and responding promptly and effectively to crisis or emergency that affect the livelihoods of 
livestock keepers. The primary geographic focus of the project targeted value chains in the rural and 
peri-urban areas of the high potential highland regions where dairy, red meat, poultry, fishery, and 
aquaculture production systems are important. The project follows the government’s cluster 
approach and intervenes in the existing or planned clusters of dairy, red meat, poultry, fishery, and 
aquaculture. This approach is believed to enable the project to benefit from synergistic gains which 
might arise from other investment (infrastructure, private sector, etc.) coming into these clusters. 
While the crosscutting activities of the project will have a national coverage, the value chain 
activities will be implemented in 58 woredas of the six regions—Amhara, Tigray, Benishangul 
Gumuz, Gambela, Oromia and the Southern Nations Nationalities and Peoples (SNNP).  
 
The project targets four priority value chains: (i) dairy with small-scale mixed crop-livestock systems; 
(ii) poultry with improved semi-scavenging and small-scale broiler and layers systems; (iii) red meat 
in small ruminant systems and dairy beef; and (iv) fish with sustainable inland fisheries and 
aquaculture in selected suitable areas. In addition, the project intends to support the red meat 
cattle value chain nationwide through its support to the strategic national programs on animal 
health, access to feed and traceability systems. In Gambela, the focus will be on fishery.  
 
The direct beneficiaries of the project include smallholder livestock and fisheries producers, 
producer associations and processors. The project is expected to support an estimated 1.2 million 
households, of which 466,000 are expected to benefit from the value chain development sub-
projects in the selected 58 woredas (component A) and 735,000 households from improved services 
(component B). Targeted staff of the MoA and associated livestock support institutions at federal, 
regional and woreda levels (e.g. NVI, NAGII), training institutions and extension services are also 
expected to benefit from capacity development support provided by the project 
 
The direct beneficiaries of the project will include smallholder farmer households, traditional and 
small-scale subsistence producers, farmers and smallholders with improved husbandry practices, 
and producer organizations. Smallholder producers are being considered around three different 
levels of poverty, knowledge and practice advancement as described below:  
 
Level 1: (i) Livestock and fisheries smallholder subsistence farmers 
  (ii) Non-farm actor groups of unemployed youth, men and women 
 
Level 2: (i) Improved smallholder farmers/ fishermen(women) and small-scale processors 
(ii) Improved non-farm actor groups such as unemployed men and women, youth who 
graduated and organized in primary cooperatives or other forms of interest groups 
 








Other direct beneficiaries include small- and medium-scale livestock and fisheries processors; 
vulnerable groups, particularly women and youth; and livestock support service institutions, 
including public livestock research and extension services and other service providers involved in the 
targeted livestock value chains in the project areas. Moreover, targeted staff of the MoA at federal, 
regional and woreda levels are expected to benefit from capacity development support provided by 
the project. 
 
Indirect beneficiaries of the project will include other livestock producers not directly involved in the 
project activities who would benefit from the national programs (e.g. improved animal diseases 
service delivery). Value chain actors such as buyers, processors and exporters would benefit from 
increased and more regular supply of better-quality livestock products. On the consumption side, 
consumers in Ethiopia would benefit from the increased supply of better-quality national animal-
source products. Other indirect beneficiaries would be livestock service providers, including private 
veterinarians and input suppliers (e.g. feed, veterinary medicines and genetic material suppliers). 
 
Project components   
The project has the following three major components: 
 
Component A: linking more productive farmers to markets  
 Sub-component A.1: enabling sub-projects implementation 
 Sub-component A.2: support to subsistence farmers and unemployed youth 
 Sub-component A.3: support to improved cooperatives 
 Sub-component A.4: support to specialized cooperatives and municipalities 
 
Component B: strengthening national institutions and programs  
 Sub-component B.1: human resources and organizational capacity development 
 Sub-component B.2: policy, planning and coordination 
- B.2.1: investment planning and sector coordination 
- B.2.2: policy development 
 Sub-component B.3: sustainable animal health, advisory and extension services 
- B.3.1: capacity development of livestock and fisheries field services 
- B.3.2: enhancement of animal health system and strengthening veterinary services 
- B.3.3: capacity development of extension and advisory services (EAS) 
 Sub-component B.4: support to strategic national programs 
- B.4.1 SNP1: livestock identification and traceability system (LITS) 
- B.4.2 SNP2: Priority Animal Disease Prevention and Control Program 
- B.4.3 SNP3: National Feed and Forage Development Program 
- B.4.4 SNP4: national breeding program and performance recording systems 
- B.4.5 SNP5: aquaculture and fisheries master plan development 
 Sub-component B.5: contingency emergency response component  
 
Component C: project coordination, monitoring and evaluation, and knowledge management  
 Sub-component C.1: project coordination 






1.3 Objectives of the baseline survey   
The project’s results-based monitoring and evaluation (RBM&E) design includes a survey of 
beneficiaries in the first year (baseline), third year (mid-term) and sixth year (end of project) of 
project implementation to track changes in the effectiveness of livestock, poultry, red meat and 
fishery service provision, productivity and commercialization.  
 
The proposed survey was designed as an inter-temporal/longitudinal study allowing revisit of the 
baseline households and other surveyed units at two follow up stages to help track changes in the 
expected outcomes of the project based on indicators outlined in the project results framework. The 
baseline survey forms the basis for evaluation at year three and year six, in addition to helping the 
project set the baseline values for the project performance indicators as outlined in the project 
results framework.   
 
Moreover, the baseline results will be used as benchmarks to measure changes among the target 
beneficiaries (before and after intervention) as well as the overall changes in the rural and peri-
urban areas of the high potential highland project areas (i.e. with and without project intervention). 
Hence, the baseline survey was designed to collect information before and after the project, and 
with and without the project. Such data will be used to evaluate impact based on the DD impact 
evaluation approach.  
 
Specific objectives  
The specific objectives of the survey are to: 
(i) identify baseline information for the national, regional and woreda level project result 
indicators as outlined in the project results framework disaggregated by gender where 
appropriate, which will be used to measure project achievements and impact. 
(ii) undertake a scientific baseline survey at the start of the project and identify, document and 
report the existing situation of the different classes of project beneficiary households, 
groups, cooperatives and other beneficiaries at the project baseline to serve as a benchmark 
for measuring project impacts and outcomes. 
(iii) enable the project to measure the impact of the project on key socio-economic and techno-
commercial parameters using the DD impact evaluation approach to test the hypotheses of 
the project.  
 
Scope of the study  
The baseline study covered a representative sample from the entire geographic focus of the project 
and control units selected outside the project’s geographic focus. The study covered all levels of 
direct beneficiaries as outlined above and included farmers, youth groups, cooperatives, processors, 
service institutions and others with stake in the project. The survey integrated household level 
modules on livestock production, husbandry practices, post-harvest handling and processing, gender 
and animal-source food consumption, and dietary diversity. Community level modules captured 
community characteristics, including the general demographic profile, collective action behaviour, 
social networks, infrastructure, distance to markets, business interests and preferences, and 






In this regard, the study will help set the baseline and help track the project development objectives 
(PDO) level results indicators that have been identified including: 
(i) change in productivity of small-scale producers (by selected commodity); 
(ii) increase in sales of primary and processed livestock and fish products by producers and      
processors; 
(iii) number of system improvements in support of better livestock and fisheries service delivery 
achieved; 
(iv) proportion of trainees applying the newly acquired competencies in their daily work; and 
(v) time lapse between early warning information and disbursement toward response in case of 
crisis or emergency (in weeks). 
 
Moreover, the study is expected to help the project in establishing the current situation and 
ascertaining the potential effectiveness of the proposed system improvements that will strengthen 
service delivery systems in the livestock and fisheries sectors. In addition to technology uptake, 
productivity increase and sales increase, the performance of the project intervention in terms of its 
contribution to poverty reduction will also be measured using the SWIFT approach, in the first year 
(baseline), third year (mid-term) and sixth year (end) of project implementation. The project’s 
contribution to improving the dietary diversity (widely accepted as an indicator of improved 
nutrition), which has high poverty relevance, will be measured by the change in proportion of 
women of reproductive age (15–49 years) who have consumed animal-source food for the past 
seven days.  
 
To achieve both its overall and specific objectives, the baseline study employed an appropriate mix 
of qualitative and quantitative methods to collect, collate and analyse the baseline data. The 
baseline survey methodology was designed to effectively capture the changes in the status of 
households and other survey units over time. The control survey units (households) were carefully 
selected to avoid any spill over effects. In order to avoid externalities, the control units were 








2.1 Overall survey framework 
The overall framework of the baseline survey is based on the planned impact evaluation 
requirement that promises to establish attribution to project interventions. While there are many 
impact evaluation methodologies, this baseline survey framework envisions the DD approach to 
impact evaluation. The DD approach is also implied in the ToR provided to ILRI. Hence, data was 
collected based on the with-without and before-after framework, i.e. both intervention and control 
households were interviewed during the baseline survey with the expectation that the same 
households and communities surveyed during the baseline will be the sample households and 
communities during subsequent surveys.  
 
Moreover, the survey framework is also based on the RBME&L requirements of the project. While 
resources and activities were captured, the RBME&L focuses more on outputs (products that directly 
result due to the completion of activities) and outcomes (application and utilization of outputs). 
Therefore, the survey framework ensures a clear link between the DD impact evaluation approach 
and the periodic RBM&E activities of the project in that outputs and outcomes are logically 
connected to project impact as defined by improved productivity and production, increased sales, 
reduced poverty and improved nutrition. The baseline instruments are designed to capture the 
spectrum of information needed to address both the requirements of the RBME&L and the DD 
impact evaluation. 
 
The overall survey framework also emphasizes the important role of qualitative methods of data 
collection and analysis. Issues that were not easily or adequately captured with quantitative 
methods were addressed through in-depth qualitative methods. The reliability of qualitative 
information was checked by triangulation by sourcing a piece of information from at least three 
different sources. To ensure complementarity, the framework made an explicit link between the 
quantitative and qualitative methods.  
 
The selection of the baseline method depends on the target beneficiary group. Individual household 
survey was used for producers, while focus group discussions (FGDs) were used for groups and 
cooperatives. Each baseline method and target beneficiary group required different sampling frames 
which were obtained prior to selecting potential beneficiaries to include in the baseline activity. For 
example, for producers, the sampling frame was smallholder produces in the selected project 
woreda, whereas for groups and cooperatives, a listing of all these groups in the sampled kebeles 








2.2 Performance indicators and baseline instruments 
A results framework was prepared in the proposal for the LFSDP. The PDOs were translated into 
project performance indicators at household, community, woreda, regional and federal levels. The 
data collection instruments were developed following the performance indicators. Data was also 
collected on several additional variables that were believed to provide important information on the 
current situation.   
 
The hierarchy of results implies the need to use a combination of baseline data collection methods 
including household surveys, community FGDs and secondary sources. Survey instruments for 
household surveys, as well as guides and checklists for FGDs were developed.  
 
As much as possible, the qualitative methods preceded the survey in each woreda. Baseline team 
members who were fluent in local languages and familiar with the agro-ecological and cultural 
contexts of the woredas, implemented both the qualitative methods and the interviews. CAPI were 
used to administer the interviews which reduced cost and time and avoided the need for double 
data entry. Enumerators and supervisors were trained on the qualitative instruments, the survey 
questionnaires and the use of CAPI.   
 
Performance indicators   
The key performance indicators (not exclusive) as stipulated in the project results framework 
include: 
 change in milk productivity 
 change in poultry productivity of poultry  
 reduction in mortality rates 
 reduction in age of marketable chicken 
 change in productivity of small-scale aquaculture  
 increase in milk sales 
 increase in egg sales  
 increase in sales of broilers 
 increase in sales of dried or smoked fish 
 improvement livestock and fisheries services 
 increased capacity of trainees  
 decrease in time between early warning information and response 
 reduction of poverty  
 improvement in dietary diversity 
 
Therefore, to adequately avail information to analyse each performance indicator, the household 
survey instruments collected information on the following variables.  
 household demographics (household size and composition by age, sex and education)  
 household physical assets (excluding livestock) 







 livestock and fish production and productivity, and livestock reproduction 
- technology uptake and use 
 livestock and fish product use pattern   
- livestock product consumption, sales of livestock and livestock products and social uses 
 livestock feeds  
- grazing resources, natural feeds, crop residues, agro-industrial by-products, 
manufactured feed, marketing of, prices, etc.  
 livestock diseases and health services  
- major diseases, death rates, veterinary services, perceived satisfaction of health services 
and supply of drugs  
 livestock and fish markets 
- market infrastructure, livestock market institutions, market information services, etc. 
 livestock and fish services 
- livestock extension service, livestock credit and livestock insurance 
 livelihoods (disaggregated by gender) 
- role of livestock in household livelihoods  
- income, income sources and employment 
- enterprises, savings, investment and loans 
- income transfers   
 livestock and natural resources 
 household food security (gender disaggregated) 
 access to early warning information service and emergency response to households 
 
The community level instruments, and secondary data collected information on the following 
variables at various levels as appropriate (kebele, woreda and/or region) 
 livestock and fish population  
 grazing lands (availability and collective action for grazing land management (provision 
and appropriation) 
 community natural resource management focusing on livestock and fish related resources 
(water sources, enclosures, fodder banks, fodder seeds supply, etc.)  
 livestock and fish market infrastructure (primary, secondary and tertiary marketplaces; 
roads; holding sites; veterinary service facilities, etc.) 
  livestock and fish market institutions (regulations, marketing laws, taxes, fees, market 
information, etc.) 
 livestock and fish extension services (farmer field schools, access, timeliness, relevance 
and reliability) 
 livestock and fish credit services (size, terms, interest rate and repayment modalities)  
 public livestock and fish production and marketing support capacity (personnel, 
laboratories, quarantine services and holding areas)  
 livestock breeding centres  
 livestock and fish input supply services (veterinary drug shops, feed markets and improved 
breed supply) 







While selecting the households for the survey, random/probability sampling principles were used to 
select representative samples leading to statistically robust estimates. The sampling followed the 
following principles.  
(i) Survey was conducted in selected project and control woredas. 
(ii) All the kebele units in the selected woredas had equal chance of getting into the sample. 
(iii) No two adjacent kebeles were selected from the intervention and control woreda; this was 
needed to minimize spill over effects of project activities to non-project woredas. 
(iv) As much as possible, the ratio of intervention to control kebeles was 2:11. This ratio was 
used in all sample size calculations to ensure statistically valid comparisons.  
 
The project applied the methodology described below to obtain representative and randomized 
sample of beneficiary households and kebeles. A random sample of households were selected from 
the sample kebeles, which also served as the locations for the FGDs. This section describes the 
sampling approach.   
 
Design and approach 
In order to obtain a representative random sample of potential beneficiaries, a clustered approach 
was used with two stages of sampling (woreda and kebele) with representation across the six 
regional states (Tigray, Amhara, SNNP, Oromia, Benishangul Gumuz and Gambela). To adjust for the 
correlation between data points inherent in this cluster approach, as opposed to a purely random 
sample across the whole project focus area, the sample size was adjusted upwards. A common 
sampling frame of all beneficiaries was used across commodities, although it should be noted that 
the distribution of surveyed beneficiaries across commodities is likely different in each region. For 
example, in Gambela, most beneficiaries interviewed were fishermen. 
 
There was also a need to identify counterfactual areas to provide the ‘without project’ comparison. 
These areas should have similar characteristics as the selected project areas in terms of agro-ecology 
and socio-economy but are not part of the project. These areas were identified using spatial maps 
and on-the-ground expert knowledge ensuring they are not neighbors with project woreda as noted 
in the ToR. They were included into the survey in an appropriate ratio at woreda level to be 
cascaded down to kebele level within the woredas.  
 
The following sampling stages were followed:  
 
Stage 1: involved randomly selecting approximately 50% of the project woredas, and within these 
randomly sample three project kebeles per selected woreda equating to approximately 5% of all 
project Kebele. Sampling for FGDs ended at Stage 1.  
 
 







Exceptions were made in Benishangul Gumuz and Gambela regions where all project woredas were 
included in the survey since the number of project woredas were very small (2 in Benishangul 
Gumuz and 1 in Gambela). The selection of project woredas was done in consultation with project 
coordination units (PCU) to ensure representation across agro-ecologies and farming systems.    
 
Reporting of baseline results at region level required weighting the woreda-level estimates by the 
total beneficiary population. This is because there are three kebeles per woreda but some woredas 
may have more beneficiaries than others. Reporting of baseline results at project level will use the 
same weighting for each woreda but will not require further weighting due to the proportional 
representation of woredas across regions. 
 
Stage 2: for household survey, the sampling took place only in a number of potential beneficiaries in 
each kebele selected in Stage 1. The number sampled in each kebele was the same across all kebeles 
(ten in each kebele) as the adjustment for size was already carried out in Stage 1. 
 
Sample size 
In order to calculate the total household sample size required, key project impact indicators for 
productivity, sales, technology adoption and dietary diversity were used. The targeted changes in 
impact indicators for each indicator are provided in the LFSD Project results framework. 
 
A standard calculation to obtain an initial estimate of the number of beneficiaries required per group 
(intervention or control) for 





The alternative but equivalent binomial sample size equation for percentage indicators (e.g. 
























2 Groups = Before and After (or With and without) 
n = number of beneficiaries per Group  
σ2 = expected variation in indicator for each group (expressed as a % 
of the mean); standard deviation squared 
d = target impact of the project for the indicator, i.e. change before 
to after (expressed as a % of the mean);  
Z/2 = 2-sided significance level (taken as 5%, giving Z value of 1.96)  
Z = power of the test (taken as 80%, giving Z value of 0.84) 


















2 Groups = Before and After (or With and without) 
n = number of beneficiaries per Group  
p0 = hypothesised proportion of one sample (expressed 
as decimal – e.g. 10% = 0.1), p1 = proportion of second 
sample 
d = target impact of the project for the indicator, i.e. 
change before to after;  






This initial estimate is then adjusted to account for intra-cluster correlation (ICC) between 







The final N = number of beneficiaries required per GROUP = Initial n x Deff. No finite population 
correction has been made because the large potential beneficiary population size would not change 
the required n. A summary showing values used for the above equations is shown in Table 1. Note 
that the above process is iterative in terms of balancing the number of Kebele and cluster size 
(beneficiaries per Kebele). 
 
The sample size was calculated for the indicators described above and considering an appropriate 
level of sampling for Kebeles in each Woreda to ensure representative sample across the whole 
project target domain. The proposed baseline for all commodities was conducted across 84 project 
Kebele and 51 control Kebele (approximate 2:1 ratio). As some indicators are commodity-based and 
some apply to the total beneficiary population, the sample size has been adjusted to account for the 
fact that not all households in the survey will provide data for all indicators. The target change in 
indicators was taken from the project document results framework, with some adjustments to 
account for population status prior to intervention (e.g. consumption of at least one animal source 
food in the week prior to data collection), while the adjustment for intra-cluster (kebele) correlation 
and estimated standard deviation, or variance, are taken from previous studies and experience. 
Finally, an adjustment for drop-out to account for the repeated visits to households (baseline, mid-
line, end-line) was made. The indicator requiring the largest sample size and therefore determining 
the overall sample size is broiler mortality at household level (Table 1). The required sample size of 
756 project households and 408 control households (1,164) was then adjusted to allow for dropouts 
and to provide equal distribution of households across Kebele. In summary, the baseline surveyed 10 
households in each project and control Kebele providing a total sample size of 840 project Kebele 
households and 510 control Kebele households, for a total of 1,350 households (Table 2). 
  
)1(1)(  KICCctDesignEffeDeff ICC = intra-cluster correlation, correlation between 
beneficiaries in the same Kebele relative to beneficiaries in 
different Kebele. 
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70% 70% 80% 50% 
Design Effect 
(DEFF) 
1.1 1.18 1.4 1.1 1 1 1 1.4 
No. HH / Project 
Kebele 
2 8 6 2 1 1 1 6 
No. HH in Project 
Kebele (Total) 
168 672 504 168 84 84 84 504 
No. HH / Control 
Kebele 
2 7 5 2 1 1 1 5 
No. HH in 
Control Kebele 
(Total) 
102 357 255 102 51 51 51 255 
% Project HH 
included in this 
indicator 
30 90 90 30 100 100 100 100 
Adjusted project 
HH / Kebele 
7 9 7 7 1 1 1 6 
Adjusted total 
project HH (N) 
588 756 588 588 84 84 84 504 
Adjusted control 
HH / Kebele 
7 8 6 7 1 1 1 5 
Adjusted total 
control HH (N) 
357 408 306 357 51 51 51 255 
Adjusted total 
survey HH (N) 
945 1,164 894 945 135 135 135 759 
*For continuous variable indicators the assumed common variance (or standard deviation squared) is shown 
in brackets; and is estimated from previous studies; **For equation, d = Endline minus Baseline for all 
indicators 
 
Table 2: Woreda, kebele and household sample sizes by region* 
Region  No. of Woredas No. of kebeles Number of households 
Intervention Control total 
Tigray  4 12 60 60 120 
Amhara  11 33 210 120 330 
Oromia 16 48 300 180 480 
SNNPR 9 27 180 90 270 
Benishangul  3 9 60 30 90 
Gambella  2 6 30 30 60 







FGD participant selection 
The FGD participant selection was made such that the members of common interest groups (CIG) 
are represented from the different classes in the community based on gender, wealth status, 
education, age and roles in the community. Such selection was made in consultation with 
community leaders. Specific FGDs were used to survey CIG groups (e.g. unemployed youth, women 
and subsistence farmers) as described in the LFSDP project appraisal document (PAD). 
 
Survey on cooperative producers  
To get data that is required for the indicators in the results framework of the project document, we 
surveyed producers and processing cooperatives available in the project sample woredas from 
Tigray, Amhara, Oromia and SNNPR. Accordingly, 31 milk collection and processing cooperatives, 11 
fishery cooperatives and 9 egg producer cooperatives were surveyed.  
 
2.4 Implementing the field survey 
The field survey implementation was sub-contracted to a private survey company with experience in 
implementing surveys in the highland areas. ILRI has had experience in sub-contracting the field 
work when it implemented the baseline surveys for the Regional Pastoral Livelihood Resilience 
Project (RPLRP), Pastoral Community Development Project (PCDP), and the Drought Resilience and 
Sustainable Livelihoods Project (DRSLP). ILRI has developed a roster of survey firms that have 
established good track record in implementing household and community surveys. Sub-contracting 
the field survey to private companies enabled the use of the social infrastructure that these 
organizations have developed on the ground, which reduced cost and time. It also enabled ILRI 
scientists to focus on quality control, instrument development, capacity building of field staff, and 
leadership and supervision of the field work to ensure data quality, timely delivery and subsequent 
analysis and report writing, including presentation of results. The field survey was conducted from 
June–July 2019.  
 
CAPI, an electronic-based survey method that was expected to reduce cost and time and avoid the 
need for double entry, was used to administer the interviews. CAPI minimizes errors in data entry 
as error correction programs are inbuilt in the electronic version of the survey instruments. 
Moreover, the data from each completed questionnaire was made available daily to a central 
dropbox and data checking was done daily at ILRI. Feedback was also provided daily to enumerators 







3 Household characteristics 
3.1 Household head characteristics 
The sampling made sure that female-headed households were represented in the survey. The 
proportion of female-headed households that participated in the survey ranged from 11% in 
Benishangul Gumuz to 33% in the Amhara region (Table 3). Overall, about 30% of female-headed 
households were included. The proportion of female-headed households in the sample was similar 
for intervention and control households. Intervention households are those that reside in the project 
woredas. Control households are those that reside outside of the project woredas. 
 
Table 3: Proportion of male- and female-headed households in intervention and control woredas (%)   
Intervention Control Total 
Male headed Female headed Male headed Female headed Male headed Female 
headed 
Tigray 76.7 23.3 63.3 36.7 70.0 30.0 
Amhara 64.3 35.7 71.7 28.3 67.0 33.0 
Oromia 68.0 32.0 67.2 32.8 67.7 32.3 
SNNPR 73.9 26.1 78.9 21.1 75.6 24.4 
Benishangul 91.7 8.3 83.3 16.7 88.9 11.1 
Gambela 83.3 16.7 76.7 23.3 80.0 20.0 
Total 71.2 28.8 71.4 28.6 71.3 28.7 
 
The proportion of youth-headed households (aged below 29 years of age) ranged from 4% in SNNPR 
to 17.8 % in Benishangul (Table 4). Overall, the proportion of youth-headed households in relation to 
the total sample size was about 8%. As in female-headed households, the proportion of youth-
headed households was similar for intervention and control households.  
 
Table 4: Proportion of adult- and youth-headed households in intervention and control woredas (%)  
 
Intervention Control Total 
Youth headed Adult headed Youth headed Adult headed Youth headed Adult headed 
Tigray 5.0 95.0 8.3 91.7 6.7 93.3 
Amhara 6.7 93.3 10.0 90.0 7.9 92.1 
Oromia 8.7 91.3 8.3 91.7 8.5 91.5 
SNNPR 6.1 93.9 0.0 100.0 4.1 95.9 
Benishangul 18.3 81.7 16.7 83.3 17.8 82.2 
Gambela 13.3 86.7 20.0 80.0 16.7 83.3 
Total 8.2 91.8 8.4 91.6 8.3 91.7 
 
The age of a household head is considered an important indicator of farming experience. Younger 
household heads may be more likely to adopt improved technologies and innovations. In the survey, 
the average age of a household head ranged from 42 years in Gambela to 47 years in SNNPR, with an 
overall average age of 45 years, showing most households are led by relatively younger heads (Table 
5). The mode of household age is around 40 years. The average age of household heads was similar 






difference. However, the age range between the youngest and oldest household heads was wide. 
The lowest age of a household head ranged from 18–21 years, while the highest household age 
ranged from 70–92 years in all the six regions.  
Table 5: Age of household heads (years) 
 




Min Max Mode Mean 
(st. 
Dev.) 
Min Max Mode Mean 
(st. 
Dev.) 
Min Max Mode 
Tigray 48.2 
(11.8) 
24 71 47 44.6 
(13.0) 
21 78 40 0.1085 46.4 
(-12.5) 
21 78 40 
Amhara 47.1 
(12.3) 
20 81 45 45.0 
(10.2) 
25 70 45 0.1175 46.3 
(11.6) 
20 81 45 
Oromia 45.9 
(12.7) 
18 85 45 44.6 
(11.7) 
20 75 40a 0.2784 45.4 
(12.3) 
18 85 40 
SNNPR 45.6 
(12.3) 
23 92 40 49.1 
(12.2) 
30 82 40 0.0268 46.7 
(12.3) 





21 70 35a 39.9 
(14.4) 
19 72 30 0.8426 40.3 
(12.7) 
19 72 30 
Gambela 40.4 
(10.1) 
19 68 40 42.2 
(11.1) 
25 70 50 0.5144 41.3 
(10.6) 
19 70 40 
Total 45.7 
(12.4) 
18 92 40 45.1 
(11.9) 
19 82 40  45.5 
(12.2) 
18 92 40 
 
Most household heads are married (Table 6) with a proportion ranging between 71% in Amhara and 
84% in Benishangul. Overall, about 73% are married. The next highest proportion of household 
category was widowed with a range between 3.3% in Benishangul and 19% in Oromia. Overall, about 
16% of households were widowed. There was no significant difference in the proportion of married 
households for intervention and control households.  
 
Table 6: Marital status of household heads (%)  
 Total 
Single Married Divorced Widowed/Widower Separated 
Tigray 1.7 71.7 11.7 11.7 3.3 
Amhara 0.6 71.2 10.6 15.8 1.5 
Oromia 0.8 74.0 4.6 19.0 1.7 
SNNPR 0.7 80.0 0.0 18.5 0.7 
Benishangul 3.3 84.4 6.7 3.3 2.2 
Gambela 0.0 81.7 10.0 6.7 1.7 
Total 1.0 75.3 6.1 15.9 1.6 
 
Education of household heads is important for technology uptake, improving productivity and 
market orientation of households. About half of the household heads had some sort of formal 
education (Table 7). Between 45% in Amhara and 57% in SNNPR of households had formal 
education. The proportion of illiterate households ranged from 38% in Tigray to 48% in Oromia. 
Religious schooling and literacy education were not significant. The education structure of 






Table 7: Education level of household heads (%) 
 
Formal education Religious school Literacy 
certificate 
Read or write Illiterate 
Tigray 54.2 2.5 5.0 0.8 37.5 
Amhara 44.8 4.2 4.8 0.0 46.1 
Oromia 49.2 0.6 1.7 0.6 47.9 
SNNPR 56.7 0.0 0.7 0.0 42.6 
Benishangul 51.1 3.3 3.3 0.0 42.2 
Gambela 55.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 45.0 
Total 50.4 1.7 2.6 0.3 45.0 
 
3.2 Household size, structure and dependency ratio 
Household size can be considered as an indicator of household labour supply. Depending on the age 
structure of the household, household size is also an indicator of dependency ratio. Overall, 
household size ranged between 5 in Amhara and 6 in SNNPR (Table 8). A minimum household size of 
one and maximum of 13 were observed. We found statistically significant difference in household 
size between control and intervention households only in Tigray. Average household size was 




Table 8: Mean household size in intervention and control households  
Intervention Control P value Total 
Mean (st. Dev.) Min Max Mode Mean (st. Dev.) Min Max Mode Mean (st. Dev.) Min Max Mode 
Tigray 6.4 (1.7) 2 9 6a 5.1 (1.9) 1 9 4 0.0002 5.7 (1.9) 1 9 7 
Amhara 4.9 (1.8) 1 12 4 4.9 (1.8) 1 10 5 0.9208 4.9 (1.8) 1 12 5 
Oromia 5.5 (2.1) 2 13 6 5.8 (2.0) 2 11 5 0.1549 5.6 (2.1) 2 13 6 
SNNPR 6.0 (2.0) 1 11 6 6.5 (2.4) 1 12 7 0.1068 6.2 (2.2) 1 12 6 
Benishangul 5.4 (2.4) 1 12 4 5.6 (2.5) 1 12 4 0.6051 5.4 (2.4) 1 12 4 
Gambela 5.8 (1.7) 3 9 7 5.3 (1.7) 2 9 5 0.2582 5.6 (1.7) 2 9 5 
Total 5.5 (2.0) 1 13 6 5.6 (2.1) 1 12 5  5.6 (2.1) 1 13 6 
 
As expected, household sizes were lower in female-headed households than in male-headed households, with statistically significant difference in all 
regions except Gambela (Table 9). Similarly, average household size was statistically significantly lower in youth-headed households than in adult household 
heads in all regions.   
Table 9: Mean household size in male- and female-headed households, and in youth- and adult-headed households 
 




Min Max Mode Mean 
(st. 
Dev.) 
Min Max Mode Mean 
(st. 
Dev.) 
Min Max Mode Mean 
(st. 
Dev.) 
Min Max Mode 
Tigray 6.4 (1.5) 3 9 7 4.2 (1.8) 1 8 3a 0.0000 4.0 (1.3) 2 6 3a 5.8 (1.9) 1 9 7 0.0086 
Amhara 5.3 (1.7) 2 12 6 4.1 (1.5) 1 8 3 0.0000 3.4 (1.3) 1 6 3 5.1 (1.8) 1 12 5 0.0000 
Oromia 6.1 (2.1) 2 13 6 4.6 (1.7) 2 10 4 0.0000 4.0 (1.9) 2 13 4 5.8 (2.0) 2 11 6 0.0000 
SNNPR 6.6 (2.1) 1 12 6 5.0 (1.8) 1 10 5 0.0000 4.1 (1.2) 3 7 3a 6.3 (2.1) 1 12 6 0.0009 
Benishangul 5.6 (2.5) 1 12 4 3.9 (1.6) 1 6 4 0.0323 3.6 (1.8) 1 6 4 5.8 (2.4) 1 12 4 0.0007 
Gambela 5.7 (1.7) 2 9 5 5.0 (1.5) 3 8 5 0.1863 4.3 (.9) 3 6 4 5.8 (1.7) 2 9 5 0.0078 




The age structure of households shows that household members aged between 16 and 64 account 
for more than 50% of the household (Table 10). Members aged between 7 and 15 years account for 
25–30% of the households.  
Table 10: Mean household size by age and sex in intervention and control households 
 
Age category Intervention Control Total 
Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 
Tigray Greater than 64 0.10 0.05 0.15 0.08 0.08 0.17 0.09 0.07 0.16 
30–64  0.70 0.82 1.52 0.58 0.73 1.32 0.64 0.78 1.42 
16–29  1.10 0.72 1.82 0.65 0.60 1.25 0.88 0.66 1.53 
7–15 0.88 0.90 1.78 0.85 0.58 1.43 0.87 0.74 1.61 
Up to 6  0.57 0.52 1.08 0.42 0.48 0.90 0.49 0.50 0.99 
Total 3.35 3.00 6.35 2.58 3.00 5.58 2.97 2.48 5.45 
Amhara Greater than 64 0.08 0.10 0.18 0.05 0.07 0.12 0.07 0.08 0.15 
30–64  0.64 0.83 1.47 0.68 0.79 1.48 0.66 0.82 1.47 
16–29  0.76 0.71 1.48 0.73 0.73 1.45 0.75 0.72 1.47 
7–15 0.66 0.57 1.23 0.62 0.66 1.28 0.65 0.60 1.25 
Up to 6  0.28 0.30 0.57 0.31 0.28 0.59 0.29 0.29 0.58 
Total 2.42 2.50 4.93 2.38 2.53 4.91 2.41 2.51 4.92 
Oromia Greater than 64 0.09 0.03 0.13 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.08 0.04 0.11 
30–64  0.61 0.82 1.43 0.70 0.82 1.52 0.65 0.82 1.46 
16–29  0.78 0.55 1.33 0.97 0.63 1.61 0.85 0.58 1.43 
7–15 0.94 0.85 1.79 0.93 0.78 1.72 0.94 0.82 1.76 
Up to 6  0.41 0.42 0.83 0.44 0.40 0.84 0.42 0.41 0.83 
Total 2.83 2.66 5.49 3.10 2.68 5.78 2.93 2.67 5.60 
SNNPR Greater than 64 0.07 0.03 0.10 0.13 0.04 0.18 0.09 0.04 0.13 
30–64  0.72 0.87 1.59 0.80 0.98 1.78 0.75 0.91 1.66 
16–29  1.01 0.75 1.76 0.88 0.79 1.67 0.97 0.76 1.73 
7–15 0.95 0.73 1.68 0.83 1.03 1.87 0.91 0.83 1.74 
Up to 6  0.46 0.44 0.90 0.52 0.48 1.00 0.48 0.45 0.93 
Total 3.21 2.83 6.04 3.17 3.32 6.49 3.20 2.99 6.19 
Benishangul Greater than 64 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.08 0.00 0.08 
30–64  0.68 0.57 1.25 0.57 0.53 1.10 0.64 0.56 1.20 
16–29  0.70 0.77 1.47 0.67 0.67 1.33 0.69 0.73 1.42 
7–15 0.82 0.68 1.50 1.00 0.97 1.97 0.88 0.78 1.66 
Up to 6  0.70 0.37 1.07 0.60 0.53 1.13 0.67 0.42 1.09 
Total 2.97 2.38 5.35 2.93 2.70 5.63 2.96 2.49 5.44 
Gambela Greater than 64 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.03 
30–64  0.70 0.67 1.37 0.57 0.63 1.20 0.63 0.65 1.28 
16–29  0.80 0.67 1.47 0.73 0.63 1.37 0.77 0.65 1.42 
7–15 1.20 0.83 2.03 1.10 0.60 1.70 1.15 0.72 1.87 
Up to 6  0.57 0.37 0.93 0.50 0.53 1.03 0.53 0.45 0.98 






The female to male ratio in the surveyed households ranged from 79% in Gambela to 1.04% in 
Amhara (Table 11). The ratios were not significantly different between intervention and control 
households.  
 
Table 11: Female to male ratio in intervention and control households 
 
Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 0.90 0.96 0.92 
Amhara 1.03 1.06 1.04 
Oromia 0.94 0.86 0.91 
SNNPR 0.88 1.05 0.94 
Benishangul 0.80 0.92 0.84 
Gambela 0.77 0.82 0.79 
Total 0.93 0.95 0.93 
 
Dependency ratio is an important indicator of the number of household members that have to be 
cared for by working age household members. Dependency ratio is calculated in three ways:  
(i) Overall dependency ratio: the ratio of the number of household members of up to 15 years 
of age and those above 64 years of age to the number of household members aged between 
16 and 64 
(ii) Young dependency ratio: the ratio of household members up to 15 years of age to the 
number of household members between 16 and 64 years of age 
(iii) Elderly dependency ratio: the ratio of the number of household members above 64 years of 
age to the number of household members between 16 and 64 years of age   
 
The overall dependency ratio in the sample ranged between 0.67 in Amhara and 1.08 in Benishangul 
(Table 12). The results show that the most important dependency ratio is young dependency ratio. 
Elderly dependency ratio is very low in all regions. Dependency ratios were not significantly different 
between female and male-headed households or between youth-headed and adult-headed 
households.   
 
Table 12: Dependency ratio in intervention and control households 
Region Overall dependency ratio Young dependency ratio Elderly dependency ratio 
Intervention  Control Total Intervention  Control Total Intervention  Control Total 
Tigray 0.91 0.97 0.94 0.86 0.91 0.88 0.05 0.06 0.05 
Amhara 0.67 0.68 0.67 0.61 0.64 0.62 0.06 0.04 0.05 
Oromia 0.99 0.85 0.93 0.95 0.82 0.90 0.05 0.03 0.04 
SNNPR 0.80 0.88 0.83 0.77 0.83 0.79 0.03 0.05 0.04 
Benishangul 0.97 1.32 1.08 0.94 1.27 1.05 0.02 0.04 0.03 
Gambela 1.06 1.08 1.07 1.05 1.06 1.06 0.01 0.01 0.01 





3.3 Formal education of household members  
This section presents the status of formal education of household members above 7 years of age.  
More than half of the household members had some level of formal education in all regions expect 
Benishangul, which was 46% (Table 13). Results also show significantly lower proportion of 
household members in female-headed households have some level of formal education than in 
male-headed households. Interestingly, even within households, male household members are more 
likely to have some level of formal education than female members. There was no significant 
difference between intervention and control households. 
Table 13: Proportion of household members’ formal education status by sex and in male- and 
female-headed households (%) 
 














Tigray 48.95 48.89 48.94 63.85 76.67 66.01 57.20 60.00 57.81 
Amhara 56.02 50.78 54.40 64.42 73.94 66.67 60.34 60.59 60.41 
Oromia 45.50 41.09 44.11 60.38 61.46 60.63 53.76 49.86 52.71 
SNNPR 47.94 52.25 48.89 64.23 62.75 63.96 56.57 57.10 56.67 
Benishangul 39.50 41.67 39.73 49.00 73.33 50.38 44.79 53.85 45.51 
Gambela 47.27 40.54 45.58 59.76 78.26 62.03 54.55 55.00 54.63 
Total 48.31 46.31 47.76 61.42 66.80 62.47 55.42 55.10 55.34 
 
Proportions for involvement in formal education by age structure is given in Table 14. Overall, the 
highest proportion of involvement in formal education is observed in the age group of 16–29 years, 
followed by 7–15 and 30–64 years. One would normally expect the highest involvement would be 
observed in the age group of 7–15 years. This may suggest that the education environment may not 
be conducive for children below 15 years of age.  
Table 14: Proportion of household members’ formal education status by age in intervention and 
control households (%) 
Region 
 
Intervention Control Total 
Male Female Male Female Male Female 
Tigray >64 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.00 9.09 0.00 
30–64 57.14 22.45 82.86 29.55 68.83 25.81 
16–29 92.42 83.72 97.44 91.67 94.29 87.34 
7–15 81.13 72.22 76.47 82.86 78.85 76.40 
Amhara >64 17.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.04 0.00 
30–64 53.33 24.14 59.76 24.21 55.76 24.16 
16–29 93.13 92.67 97.70 89.66 94.74 91.56 
7–15 76.98 83.33 87.84 87.34 80.75 84.92 
Oromia >64 17.86 0.00 22.22 0.00 18.92 0.00 
30–64 60.33 16.33 68.25 33.11 63.55 22.65 
16–29 88.84 75.90 91.43 85.96 89.95 80.00 






Intervention Control Total 
Male Female Male Female Male Female 
SNNPR >64 16.67 16.67 41.67 0.00 29.17 10.00 
30–64 70.77 34.39 61.11 15.91 67.33 27.76 
16–29 93.41 87.41 97.47 85.92 94.64 86.89 
7–15 64.91 65.91 68.00 64.52 65.85 65.33 
Benishangul >64 0.00 NA 0.00 NA NA NA 
30–64 51.22 17.65 58.82 0.00 53.45 12.00 
16–29 90.48 69.57 85.00 70.00 88.71 69.70 
7–15 61.22 58.54 60.00 44.83 60.76 52.86 
Gambela >64 0.00 NA 0.00 NA 0.00 NA 
30–64 95.24 50.00 17.65 10.53 60.53 30.77 
16–29 100.00 100.00 95.45 68.42 97.83 84.62 
7–15 75.00 56.00 63.64 44.44 69.57 51.16 
Total >64 14.71 2.56 22.22 0.00 17.31 1.59 
30–64 61.48 24.01 63.32 24.63 62.20 24.24 
16–29 91.80 84.11 94.31 85.59 92.74 84.67 






4 Livestock ownership, productivity, and mortality 
4.1 Livestock ownership 
The survey included only households who own any of the livestock species which are target 
commodities of the LFSDP. In this section, we present results of the status of household ownership 
of the different types of livestock among those households.  
 
The most prevalent livestock species owned by households are cattle (Table 15). Overall, about 89% 
of surveyed households own cattle, followed by poultry (63%), sheep (42%) and goats (22%). The 
proportion of households owning cattle ranged from 37% in Benishangul to 99% in SNNPR. More 
than 87% of households in Tigray, Amhara, Oromia and SNNPR also reported owning cattle. The 
proportion of households who own poultry ranged from 47% in Gambela to 74% in Benishangul and 
Amhara. The proportion who owned sheep ranged from 13% in Benishangul to 59% in Amhara. Goat 
ownership ranged from 11% in Amhara to 59% in Benishangul. Fish production is concentrated only 
in a few places. In Tigray, 3% of the households reported involvement in fish production, while in 
Gambela 48% reported involvement in the activity. Fish production in other regions was low, 
perhaps because there is limited aquaculture practice in these areas.   
 
Table 15: Proportion of total households who own cattle, small ruminants, poultry, honeybees and 
involved in inland fishing (%)   
Total 
Cattle Goats Sheep Poultry Honey Fish 
Tigray 87.5 25.0 45.8 65.8 20.8 3.3 
Amhara 96.1 11.5 59.1 73.6 12.4 0.3 
Oromia 94.4 24.2 37.1 53.5 13.8 1.0 
SNNPR 99.3 18.1 44.1 64.8 10.7 0.0 
Benishangul 36.7 58.9 13.3 74.4 10.0 1.1 
Gambela 48.3 23.3 15.0 46.7 3.3 48.3 
Total 89.3 22.2 42.1 62.9 12.7 3.0 
 
The proportion of livestock ownership by female-headed and male-headed households is given in 
Table 16. The proportion of type of livestock owned in female- and male-headed households did not 
show much difference. For example, the proportion of poultry ownership was almost the same in 
both male and female-headed households, contrary to expectations. However, even in male-headed 






Table 16: Proportion of male- and female-headed households who own cattle, small ruminant, 
poultry, honeybees, and involvement in inland fishing (%) 
 
Male headed Female headed 
Cattle Goats Sheep Poultry Honey Fish Cattle Goats Sheep Poultry Fish 
Tigray 95.2 28.6 46.4 65.5 23.8 4.8 69.4 16.7 44.4 66.7 0.0 
Amhara 98.6 12.2 62.0 71.0 14.9 0.5 90.8 10.1 53.2 78.9 0.0 
Oromia 97.5 23.4 39.4 55.4 18.5 1.2 87.7 25.8 32.3 49.7 0.6 
SNNPR 99.5 19.6 44.6 64.7 11.8 0.0 98.5 13.6 42.4 65.2 0.0 
Benishangul 38.8 61.3 13.8 76.3 11.3 1.3 20.0 40.0 10.0 60.0 0.0 
Gambela 47.9 22.9 14.6 50.0 4.2 54.2 50.0 25.0 16.7 33.3 25.0 
Total 90.6 23.6 42.9 63.3 15.4 3.7 85.8 18.8 39.9 61.9 1.0 
 
The proportion of households owning livestock by youth- and adult-headed households is given in 
Table 17. We see slightly higher proportions of adult-headed households owning cattle, goats and 
poultry than youth-headed households, while a higher proportion of youth-headed households own 
goats. A much higher proportion of youth-headed households are involved in fishing than adult-
headed households.   
Table 17: Proportion of youth- and adult-headed households who own cattle, small ruminants, 
poultry, honeybees, and involvement in inland fishing (%) 
 
Youth headed Adult headed 
Cattle Goats Sheep Poultry Honey Fish Cattle Goats Sheep Poultry Fish 
Tigray 87.5 50.0 75.0 100.0 25.0 25.0 87.5 23.2 43.8 63.4 1.8 
Amhara 92.3 11.5 42.3 53.8 3.8 0.0 96.4 11.5 60.5 75.3 0.3 
Oromia 97.6 24.4 46.3 53.7 14.6 0.0 94.1 24.1 36.2 53.5 1.1 
SNNPR 100.0 18.2 54.5 54.5 9.1 0.0 99.2 18.1 43.6 65.3 0.0 
Benishangul 12.5 68.8 18.8 75.0 18.8 6.3 41.9 56.8 12.2 74.3 0.0 
Gambela 50.0 20.0 20.0 50.0 0.0 40.0 48.0 24.0 14.0 46.0 50.0 
Total 79.5 28.6 42.0 59.8 11.6 6.3 90.1 21.6 42.1 63.2 2.7 
 
The average livestock holding is given in Table 18. Overall, the average holding of cattle, sheep and 
goats was 4.5, 5.0 and 4.2, respectively. Cattle holding ranged from 2.7 in Benishangul to 17 in 
Gambela. Goat ownership ranged from about 2 in Amhara to 13 in Tigray, while sheep holding 
ranged from 2 in Gambela and SNNPR to 12 in Gambela.   
Table 18: Average livestock holding in intervention and control households (number) 
 
Intervention Control Total 
Cattle Goats Sheep Cattle Goats Sheep Cattle Goats Sheep 
Tigray 3.5 15.2 9.7 3.3 6.6 7.2 3.4 13.2 8.4 
Amhara 4.2 3.6 4.2 3.6 2.0 5.5 4.0 3.1 4.7 
Oromia 5.0 3.9 3.7 5.4 3.0 3.6 5.2 3.5 3.7 
SNNPR 3.2 2.2 1.7 3.7 2.8 2.1 3.4 2.3 1.8 
Benishangul 2.8 6.7 2.4 0.0 6.7 1.4 2.7 6.7 1.8 
Gambela 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 9.8 13.5 16.7 7.0 12.0 




The average livestock holding by sex of household head is given in Table 19. Overall, holdings are 
lower in female-headed households than in male-headed households, suggesting the need for 
targeted interventions to improve livestock holding among female-headed households such as 
extension services, credit facilities, market linkage and market information services.    
Table 19: Average livestock holdings in male- and female-headed households (number) 
 
Male headed Female headed 
Cattle Goats Sheep Cattle Goats Sheep 
Tigray 3.8 14.3 9.3 2.3 8.8 6.2 
Amhara 4.3 3.4 5.2 3.2 2.5 3.7 
Oromia 5.8 4.0 3.8 3.7 2.6 3.2 
SNNPR 3.7 2.6 1.9 2.4 1.4 1.5 
Benishangul 2.7 7.2 1.9 1.5 1.0 1.0 
Gambela 18.4 7.7 13.6 10.0 4.3 6.5 
Total 5.0 5.6 4.5 3.3 2.9 3.4 
 
Livestock holding by youth- and adult-headed households is given in Table 20. Interestingly, there 
seems to be little difference in holding size between these households.   
Table 20: Average livestock holdings in youth- and adult-headed households (number) 
 
Youth headed Adult headed 
Cattle Goats Sheep Cattle Goats Sheep 
Tigray 3.4 11.8 7.3 3.4 13.4 8.5 
Amhara 3.2 3.7 4.5 4.0 3.1 4.7 
Oromia 3.6 3.9 3.4 5.3 3.5 3.7 
SNNPR 1.9 2.5 1.2 3.5 2.3 1.9 
Benishangul 1.5 3.2 1.3 2.7 7.6 2.0 
Gambela 25.8 11.5 25.5 14.8 6.3 8.1 
Total 4.5 5.0 4.7 4.5 5.0 4.1 
 
4.2 Livestock productivity 
Milk productivity 
The proportion of households that owned lactating crossbred cows is given in Table 21. Overall, 
about 12% of surveyed households had lactating crossbred cows. The number ranged from 0% in 
Gambela to 23% in Tigray. Comparison between male- and female-headed households showed that 
slightly lower proportion of female-headed households had lactating crossbred cows. Similarly, 
slightly higher proportion of adult-headed households seem to have crossbreds. The higher 
proportion of households owning crossbred lactating cows in the intervention than in the control 





Table 21: Proportion of households that own lactating crossbred cows (%) 
 









Tigray 21.4 24.5 22.5 24.0 28.6 22.4 22.9 
Amhara 19.8 18.3 22.5 12.1 16.7 19.5 19.2 
Oromia 11.9 0.6 8.5 5.1 7.5 7.5 7.5 
SNNPR 11.2 10.0 11.8 7.7 0.0 11.3 10.8 
Benishangul 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 0.0 3.4 4.3 0.0 0.0 4.2 3.4 
Total 14.1 9.6 13.6 9.0 10.1 12.5 12.4 
 
Table 22 presents the proportion of households who owned lactating local cows during the survey. 
Overall, about 49% of households owned lactating local cows. The numbers ranged from 34% in 
Tigray to 76% in Gambela. Similar to the crossbred cows, higher proportion of male-headed 
households owned lactating local cows than female-headed households. The same was true with 
adult-headed households over youth-headed households.  
Table 22: Proportion of households that own lactating local cows (%) 
 









Tigray 39.3 28.6 40.0 16.0 0.0 36.7 34.3 
Amhara 41.1 40.0 42.7 36.4 37.5 41.0 40.7 
Oromia 52.9 61.7 59.9 47.8 45.0 57.4 56.3 
SNNPR 48.3 55.6 52.2 46.2 45.5 51.0 50.7 
Benishangul 41.9 50.0 45.2 0.0 0.0 45.2 42.4 
Gambela 0.0 75.9 73.9 83.3 80.0 75.0 75.9 
Total 47.1 52.4 51.8 42.0 40.4 49.8 49.1 
 
Table 23 presents results of milk productivity of crossbred cows. Milk yield data was collected for 
three different lactating periods—early lactating (birth to 3 months), mid lactating (3–6 months), 
and late lactating (beyond 6 months). Overall, average milk yield from crossbred cows among the 
intervention households was about six litres during early lactating, five during mid lactating and four 
during late lactating periods. The average lactating days were 234 days. The average milk yield in 
intervention households seem to be higher than the corresponding figures in the control 
households. The overall average milk yield from the crossbred cows was about four litres per day. 





Table 23: Mean crossbred cow milk yield in intervention and control households (litre/day) 
Region Intervention Control Average total yield 
Early Mid Late Lactation  
length (days) 
Early Mid Late Lactation  
length (days) 
Tigray 11.2 11.3 7.8 215 3.8 3.9 2.9 196 5.4 
Amhara 5.5 4.8 3.7 232 4.8 4.2 3.8 216 3.8 
Oromia 5.7 4.5 3.0 231 2.0 2.0 1.5 270 3.6 
SNNPR 4.6 4.6 4.4 256 6.9 5.9 4.2 265 4.1 
Benishangu
l 
NAV NAV NAV NAV NAV NAV NAV NAV NAV 
Gambela NAV NAV NAV NAV NAV NAV NAV NAV NAV 
Total 6.1 5.3 4.0 234 4.8 4.3 3.5 221 4.1 
 
Average milk yield from local cows is given in Table 24. The overall milk yield averaged about 1.2 
litres per day. The average milk yield during the early, mid and late lactating periods among the 
intervention households was 1.5, 1.2 and 0.8 litres, respectively. There does not seem to be a 
difference in average milk yield or length of lactation of local cows between intervention and control 
households. The average lactating length was 183–186 days.  
Table 24: Mean milk yield of local cows in intervention and control households (litre/day) 
Region Intervention Control 
 
Early Mid Late Lactation length 
(days) 




Tigray 1.6 0.8 0.5 128 2.1 1.8 1.0 148 1.2 
Amhara 1.3 1.1 0.7 183 1.6 1.1 0.6 180 1.1 
Oromia 1.6 1.3 0.9 195 1.5 1.2 0.8 191 1.2 
SNNPR 1.7 1.4 0.8 194 1.7 1.4 0.5 184 1.2 
Benishangul 1.6 1.2 0.7 159 0.4 0.9 1.3 56 1.1 
Gambela NAV NAV NAV NAV 1.3 1.4 1.1 175 1.2 
Total 1.5 1.2 0.8 186 1.6 1.3 0.7 183 1.2 
 
Milk collecting centres  
Survey of dairy cooperatives from intervention woredas was conducted and the results show an 
average of 306.8 litres of milk collected per day. The cooperatives are all primary cooperatives 
where most of the milk collected was from rural smallholder production. 
Egg productivity 
The average egg yield per hen per year for improved breeds was about 176 eggs (Table 25), with 
similar results between intervention and control households. The annual egg yield per hen ranged 





Table 25: Average egg yield per hen per year in improved breed  
 
Intervention Control P value Total 
Tigray 140.2 (79.6) 142.7 (73.1) 0.9103 141.4 (75.7) 
Amhara 198.4 (79.1) 214.1 (88.2) 0.4078 204.6 (82.7) 
Oromia 169.5 (79.8) 185.7 (100.3) 0.5469 175.8 (87.7) 
SNNPR 161.4 (65.6) 186.6 (60.9) 0.2098 166.1 (65.1) 
Benishangul 134.2 (114.3) NAV 0.5879 169.4 (101.3) 
Gambela NAV NAV NAV NAV 




The average egg yield per hen for local breeds is given in Table 26. The overall yield per hen was 
about 54 eggs per year, about a third of the egg yield computed for the improved breeds. The egg 
yield from local breeds ranged from 41 in Gambela to 59 in Oromia. There was no difference in egg 
yield between intervention and control households.  
 
Survey results from primary egg producing cooperative in Tigray and SNNP found peak laying rate of 
63 eggs per 100 hens for improved egg type poultry breeds. 
 
Table 26: Average egg yield per hen per year in local breeds 
 
Intervention Control P value Total 
Tigray 46.2 (17.6) 40.0 (.) 0.7373 45.8 (17.2) 
Amhara 52.4 (19.8) 54.9 (19.8) 0.5414 53.3 (19.7) 
Oromia 58.9 (18.6) 58.8 (22.8) 0.9759 58.9 (20.0) 
SNNPR 55.7 (19.1) 51.0 (16.2) 0.3387 54.1 (18.2) 
Benishangul 47.8 (19.1) 43.6 (20.5) 0.5381 46.5 (19.4) 
Gambela 40.6 (18.2) 41.1 (9.7) 0.9649 40.7 (16.7) 





The survey did not find any broiler production system in the surveyed areas. But we tried to see 
secondary data and found a study report by Teshome et al. (2019)2. This study was conducted at 
selected sites in Oromia (Adama, Bishoftu, Awash, Modjo, Addis Ababa) and SNNP (Hawasa). These 
locations are where broiler production and processing establishments are available. The study 
collected data from 21 broiler producers and reported age of broilers at marketing as 56 days of 
fattening period with a live weight of 2.5 kg (1.5 kg dressed weight). 
  
 
2 Teshome, T., Bekele, E., Million, B., Hagos, S. and Eshetie, T. 2019. Assessment of broiler production; processing and 
marketing practices in Ethiopia: identifying the root causes for poultry products importation to Ethiopia and way forward. 




4.3 Livestock birth and mortality rates 
Table 27 presents the birth rates of local calves and crossbred calves. Birth rates were calculated as 
the ratio of births to birth giving age cows. Overall, we found about 21% births in local calves and 
34% births in crossbred cows. The birth rate of local calves ranged from 9.3% in Gambela to 44% in 
Tigray. The birth rate of cross bred calves ranged from 19% in Oromia to 49% in Tigray. Birth rates of 
local calves and crossbred calves indicate numerical difference between intervention and control 
households.   
 
Table 27. Birth rates of local and crossbred calves (%) 
 Birth rates of local calves Birth rates of crossbred calves 
Intervention Control Total Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 59.5 26.3 43.8 54.5 44.0 48.9 
Amhara 29.5 36.6 31.5 31.4 47.8 37.1 
Oromia 19.5 16.3 18.1 16.4 50.0 19.4 
SNNPR 22.1 13.6 18.5 31.7 29.4 31.0 
Benishangul 15.9 NA 27.5 NA NA NA 
Gambela NA 9.3 9.3 NA NA NA 
Total 24.4 17.1 20.8 29.5 43.6 33.9 
 
Birth rates and death rates in small ruminants were computed only for local breeds as the survey 
team did not come across improved small ruminants in the survey. Birth rates of local lambs and 
local kids were calculated as the ratio between births and the number of ewes and does, 
respectively. Overall, we found 34% birth rates in lambs and about 28% in local kids (Table 28). The 
birth rates in local lambs ranged from 14% in Gambela to 42% in Amhara. The birth rates of kids 
ranged from 17% in Gambela to 60% in Tigray.  
Table 28: Birth rates of local lambs and local kids (%) 
Region Birth rates of local lambs Birth rates of local kids 
Intervention Control Total Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 34.4 34.0 34.2 59.1 68.4 60.4 
Amhara 39.5 45.4 42.1 59.7 47.4 56.8 
Oromia 27.9 29.7 28.5 17.1 32.4 23.3 
SNNPR 25.5 23.7 24.7 26.3 35.0 28.6 
Benishangul 11.8 32.5 26.3 6.3 11.6 9.0 
Gambela 0.0 14.3 13.7 35.7 13.2 17.1 
Total 32.9 35.4 34.0 30.9 24.1 28.3 
 
Death rates of calves is an important indicator of productivity in cattle production. Death rates in 
calves were calculated as the ratio of deaths to total births during the year. The study found low 
death rates in both local and crossbred calves (Table 29). Overall, about 1.3% death rates in local 
calves and 1.5% in crossbred calves were recorded. The death rates in local calves ranged from 0.5% 
in Oromia to 7% in Benishangul. There seem to be some important numerical differences in death 
rates of local calves between intervention and control households in Benishangul, Tigray and SNNPR; 




Table 29: Death rates of local calves and cross bred calves (%) 
 
Death rates of local calves Death rates of crossbred calves 
Intervention Control Total Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 0.0 5.6 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Amhara 1.4 1.6 1.5 4.0 0.0 2.3 
Oromia 0.0 1.1 0.5 2.3 0.0 2.1 
SNNPR 0.9 5.2 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Benishangul 9.5 0.0 7.1 NA NA NA 
Gambela NA 0.0 0.0 NA NA NA 
Total 1.0 1.6 1.3 2.2 0.0 1.5 
 
Death rates in lambs and kids seems to be higher than that of calves (Table 30). Overall, we found 
17% death rates in local lambs and 23% in local kids. Death rates in local lambs ranged from about 
7% in Gambela to 63% in Benishangul. It is important to find out why there such a high death rate in 
local lambs in Benishangul. Death rates in local kids ranged from 0% in SNNPR to about 36% in 
Benishangul. The results imply the need for tailored interventions to reduce young mortality rates. 
These interventions may include feeding, housing and healthcare services.  
 
Table 30: Death rates of local lambs and local kids (%) 
 
Death rates of lambs Death rates of kids 
Intervention Control Total Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 23.1 22.2 22.6 22.0 33.3 23.6 
Amhara 11.3 6.9 9.3 12.8 14.3 13.1 
Oromia 23.3 18.0 21.5 17.0 18.3 17.5 
SNNPR 28.3 14.8 23.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Benishangul 45.5 76.9 62.5 31.3 39.3 36.3 
Gambela NA 6.7 6.7 100.0 4.2 25.8 
Total 18.9 14.6 17.0 20.9 26.6 23.0 
 
Death rates of total cattle (ratio of deaths to total cattle population) is given in Table 31. Overall, we 
found cattle death rates of about 6.7%. The death rate ranges from about 2.7% in Amhara to 31% in 
Benishangul. The second highest death rate in cattle was registered in Gambela (17%). It is 
important to find out why higher death rates were registered in Gambela and Benishangul. 
 
Table 31: Death rates of total cattle (%) 
 
Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 6.0 2.8 4.5 
Amhara 2.6 3.0 2.7 
Oromia 4.8 4.5 4.7 
SNNPR 9.0 5.7 7.8 
Benishangul 22.4 100.0 30.9 
Gambela NA 17.0 17.0 





Death rates in total sheep and total goat populations were computed as the ratio between the 
number of deaths in each sheep and deaths in the total population of goats. Overall, we found death 
rates of about 4.5% in sheep and 21% in goats (Table 32). It is important to find out why death rate 
in goats is so high. Death rates in sheep ranged from 1.5% in Gambela to 14% in Benishangul. Death 
rates in goats ranged from 4% in SNNPR to 39% in Benishangul. While death rates in sheep were 
similar in intervention and control households, death rates in goats was higher in control 
households. 
 
Table 32: Death rates of total sheep and total goats (%)  
Death rates of total sheep Death rates of total goats 
Intervention Control Total Intervention control Total 
Tigray 5.9 6.2 6.1 13.7 18.7 14.4 
Amhara 3.0 2.2 2.7 14.1 11.4 13.5 
Oromia 5.9 4.7 5.5 10.9 15.0 12.6 
SNNPR 6.0 2.7 4.7 5.1 0.0 4.0 
Benishangul 12.5 14.5 13.8 26.4 49.6 38.6 
Gambela 0.0 1.6 1.5 78.4 3.4 21.3 
Total 4.8 4.0 4.5 16.9 27.7 21.0 
 
Broiler mortality 
Data on broiler mortality could not be collected as there was no broiler production in the surveyed 
areas. However, we tried to investigate secondary data and found an unpublished study report 
which was conducted by the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries (MOLF 2017)3. The study indicates 
mortality of broilers is 6.39%. This study was conducted to assess the performance of the 
commercial production system, identify major constraints, and suggest what should be done to 
address these constraints. The study was conducted in Addis Ababa, Amhara, Oromia, SNNPR and 
Tigray with 58 commercial poultry farms that operated for at least two years before the survey 
period. Broiler strains considered in this study were Cobb 500 and Ross 308. 
  
 
3 MOLF (Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries). 2017. Status of commercial poultry production in Ethiopia. Addis Ababa, 





5 Management of livestock breeding, watering, and 
grazing  
5.1 Livestock breeding 
 
Livestock owners were asked whether they used some type of controlled mating for their animals, 
including natural mating with male selected from within the herd, with male purchased or 
exchanged, with castrated non-breeding males, artificial insemination, and other breeding 
techniques. This section presents results of analysis of controlled breeding practices for cattle, goats, 
and sheep.  
 
Table 33 presents results of whether households who own cattle practiced controlled breeding for 
cattle. Overall, about 28% of cattle keepers reported practicing controlled mating for cattle. Higher 
proportion of male-headed households practice controlled mating for cattle than female-headed 
households consistently across regions. No visible difference was observed between control and 
intervention households. Highest proportion for those who practiced controlled breeding for cattle 
was observed in SNNPR, followed by Tigray, Amhara, and Oromia, in that order.  
 
Table 33: Households who practiced controlled mating or other breeding strategies for cattle (%) 
 
Intervention Control Male headed Female headed Total 
Tigray 46.7 41.7 47.6 36.1 44.2 
Amhara 23.8 32.5 30.8 19.3 27.0 
Oromia 19.0 15.0 19.7 12.9 17.5 
SNNPR 52.2 57.8 58.8 39.4 54.1 
Benishangul 3.3 0.0 2.5 0.0 2.2 
Gambela 0.0 23.3 12.5 8.3 11.7 
Total 27.5 29.4 31.2 20.9 28.2 
 
Not all households who practiced controlled mating incur cost for breeding. Table 34 shows the 
number of households that incurred cost. Overall, only about 25% of households who practiced 
controlled mating incurred cost. None incurred cost in Benishangul and Gambela. The highest 






Table 34: Households who incurred cost related to breeding (%) 
 
Intervention Control Male headed Female headed Total 
Tigray 21.4 8.0 12.5 23.1 15.1 
Amhara 46.0 30.8 35.3 52.4 39.3 
Oromia 24.6 18.5 20.3 30.0 22.6 
SNNPR 25.5 21.2 25.0 19.2 24.0 
Benishangul 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 29.0 20.0 24.0 30.9 25.5 
 
Among those who incurred cost, the amount spent was found to be low (Table 35). While ETB130 
was spent by a household in Tigray, about ETB55 or less was incurred per household in the other 
regions. This shows the lack of modern breeding services in the study area.  
Table 35: Mean cost spent for breeding cattle (ETB) 
 
Intervention Control Male headed Female headed Total 
Tigray 169.3 15.0 86.2 205.0 130.8 
Amhara 22.3 15.7 19.6 20.8 20.0 
Oromia 50.5 66.0 55.5 52.5 54.6 
SNNPR 51.5 48.2 52.2 40.0 50.4 
Benishangul NA NA NA NA NA 
Gambela NA NA NA NA NA 
Total 51.8 35.9 44.3 54.4 46.9 
 
Table 36 presents proportion of goat owners who practiced controlled mating. Much lower 
proportion of goat owners practice controlled mating than cattle owners. Overall, about 4% of 
households practiced controlled mating for goats. We observed a higher number of controlled 
mating for goats in Benishangul than other regions. No farmers reported incurring cost for breeding 
goats. 
 
Table 36: Households who practiced controlled mating or other breeding strategies for goats (%) 
 
Intervention Control Male headed Female headed Total 
Tigray 5.0 3.3 6.0 0.0 4.2 
Amhara 1.0 0.8 0.5 1.8 0.9 
Oromia 2.7 2.8 4.0 0.0 2.7 
SNNPR 6.1 8.9 8.3 3.0 7.0 
Benishangul 8.3 16.7 11.3 10.0 11.1 
Gambela 0.0 6.7 0.0 16.7 3.3 
Total 3.5 4.5 4.7 1.8 3.9 
 
Overall, about 9% of sheep owners practiced controlled mating (Table 37). The proportion of sheep 




Table 37: Households who practiced controlled mating or other breeding strategies for sheep in 
intervention and controlled areas (%) 
 
Intervention Control Male headed Female headed Total 
Tigray 13.3 15.0 13.1 16.7 14.2 
Amhara 9.0 8.3 10.4 5.5 8.8 
Oromia 5.3 5.6 6.5 3.2 5.4 
SNNPR 15.0 16.7 16.7 12.1 15.6 
Benishangul 1.7 3.3 2.5 0.0 2.2 
Gambela 0.0 3.3 2.1 0.0 1.7 
Total 8.5 9.0 9.6 6.4 8.7 
 
Among those who practiced controlled mating for sheep, only 3% incurred cost for breeding (Table 
38). Interestingly, no female-headed household incurred cost. The cost incurred was also very low. 
 
Table 38: Households who incurred cost related to breeding sheep (%) 
 
Intervention Control Male headed Female headed Total 
Tigray 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Amhara 10.5 0.0 8.7 0.0 6.9 
Oromia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
SNNPR 0.0 6.7 2.9 0.0 2.4 
Benishangul 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 2.8 2.2 3.3 0.0 2.6 
 
5.2 Livestock watering  
This section presents a summary of our analysis of watering frequency and water sources for cows, 
oxen/bulls and sheep/goats. Milk cows during the dry season are watered mostly two times a day 
(53% of respondents), and once a day (42% of respondents). A small proportion of households 
(3.3%) reported watering milk cows once every two days during the dry season. Interestingly and 
perhaps as expected, during the wet season, watering twice a day is not required because of cooler 
weather and the watering frequency drops significantly (from 53% to 21% of respondents), and 
watering once a day rises significant (65% of respondents). Watering once every two days for milk 
cows also rises moderately during wet seasons (11% of respondents). The most frequently used 
water source for milk cows were rivers and springs both during the dry and wet seasons; also, the 
use of these sources drops slightly during the wet season. As expected, use of water harvesting as 
watering source for milk cows rises during wet seasons (from about 1% in dry seasons to 10% in wet 
seasons). Wells as water sources for milk cows were used by about 7% of households both during 
dry and wet seasons. Bore holes were also used by about 6% of respondents, and dams by 2%. The 
pattern of watering frequency and sources of water for dry cows, oxen/bulls, and sheep/goats was 
similar to that of milk cows, showing that households water their livestock together. There was no 
difference in the pattern of watering frequency and sources of water for the different livestock 




5.3 Livestock housing  
Livestock keepers used a variety of housing methods for their livestock. Table 39 presents housing 
types for cattle in the study areas. About 31% of cattle keepers house their cattle inside a house 
used for animals only, while about 29% of cattle keepers house their cattle in confined sheds.  
Confined fences are used by about 18% of cattle keepers, while 4% keep their animals in paddocks. 
The type of housing used for cattle shows differences across regions. Sheds are more prevalent in 
Benishangul, Tigray and Gambela. Paddocks are relatively more prevalent in Amhara, while fences 
are used more in Oromia. A higher number of cattle keepers in SNNPR house their cattle inside the 
house together with humans. Houses meant for cattle only are used more in Amhara, followed by 
Tigray, SNNPR and Oromia. No household keeps cattle inside a house meant for animals only in 
Benishangul and Gambela. About 41% in Gambela leave their animals in the open field in the 
residential compound. The pattern of housing cattle was similar between intervention and control 
households, as well as between male- and female-headed households. 







Inside the house  
together with humans 
Inside a house used 
for animals only 
Other 
Tigray 50.5 0.0 11.4 0.0 37.1 1.0 
Amhara 29.7 10.9 1.6 12.1 45.0 0.3 
Oromia 20.4 3.1 42.5 5.8 20.4 7.7 
SNNPR 27.5 1.1 0.0 33.8 37.2 0.4 
Benishangul 82.9 0.0 5.7 0.0 0.0 11.4 
Gambela 44.8 0.0 13.8 0.0 0.0 41.4 
Total 29.4 4.2 17.9 12.9 30.9 4.4 
 
Table 40 presents housing types for goats. About 40% of goat keepers confine their goats in sheds, 
while 30% keep them in a house meant for small ruminants only. About 13% house goats inside a 
house together with humans. Type of housing used for goats showed difference across regions. 
Sheds are more prevalent in Benishangul, Gambela and Tigray. Paddocks are relatively more 
prevalent in Amhara. Confinement in fences seems to be more prevalent in Gambela and Tigray. 
Keeping goats inside the house together with humans is used more in SNNPR and Oromia. Keeping 
goats inside a house meant only for goats is more prevalent in Amhara, Oromia and Tigray. As in 
cattle, the housing pattern for goats was similar between intervention and control, as well as male- 
and female-headed households.   








Inside the house 
together with humans 
Inside a house used 
for animals only 
Other 
Tigray 45.5 0.0 15.2 0.0 36.4 3.0 
Amhara 25.0 9.1 2.3 6.8 56.8 0.0 
Oromia 26.5 4.4 5.9 16.9 39.7 5.90 
SNNPR 26.3 0.0 0.0 23.7 19.7 30.30 
Benishangul 96.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 
Gambela 53.8 0.0 23.1 7.7 0.0 15.4 




Table 41 presents housing types for sheep. Interestingly, there seems to be differences in the 
pattern of housing used for goats and sheep. About 38% of sheep keepers (cf 30% for goats) house 
their sheep inside a house meant for animals only. About 28% (cf 40% for goats) confine their sheep 
in sheds. About 18% of sheep keepers keep the sheep inside a house together with humans.  








Inside the house together 
with humans 
Inside a house 
used for animals 
only 
Other 
Tigray 50.9 1.8 10.9 0.0 34.5 1.8 
Amhara 23.4 15.6 0.5 18.5 41.5 0.0 
Oromia 24.0 5.2 6.3 17.7 42.2 4.2 
SNNPR 24.6 0.0 0.0 28.5 33.8 13.1 
Benishangul 78.6 0.0 0.0 7.1 0.0 14.3 
Gambela 25.0 0.0 37.5 0.0 0.0 37.5 
Total 27.6 7.1 3.6 18.2 37.9 5.1 
 
5.4 Communal grazing land management 
Results of analysis of communal grazing land management are summarized in this section. Table 42 
presents the main uses of grazing lands. About 48% of respondents reported that communal grazing 
lands are used year-round, while about 25% and 21% reported that grazing lands are used for wet 
season grazing and dry season grazing, respectively. Other but minor uses of communal grazing 
lands include conservation, forest land and drought reserves. Main use of communal grazing lands 
also showed differences across regions. Wet season grazing is higher in Oromia, followed by Tigray 
and Amhara, while dry season grazing is higher in Tigray, followed by Oromia and Gambela. Use of 
grazing lands mainly as drought reserves is very low.   










Forest land Conservation 
area 
Other 
Tigray 29.1 50.9 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Amhara 26.8 11.7 51.8 0.4 0.8 3.9 4.70 
Oromia 35.1 31.2 32.5 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 
SNNPR 21.2 14.1 63.5 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 
Benishangul 5.3 24.6 50.9 0.0 15.8 3.5 0.0 
Gambela 10.0 30.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 24.5 20.7 47.9 0.2 2.2 2.4 2.2 
 
Table 43 presents the walking distance from residences to communal grazing lands. Most of the 
grazing lands (reported by about 86% of households) were either adjacent or within 30 minutes of 
walking distance. Only about 12% of households reported between 30 minutes and 1 hour of 




Table 43: Walking time from residences to common grazing lands in the study areas 
 Adjacent Up to 30 
minutes’ walk 
Between 30 
minutes and one 
hour 
Between one 






Tigray 9.1 63.6 25.5 1.8 0.0 0.0 
Amhara 48.6 47.1 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Oromia 13.0 51.9 29.9 5.2 0.0 0.0 
SNNPR 40.0 47.1 9.4 2.4 1.2 0.0 
Benishangul 10.5 75.4 12.3 1.8 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 25.0 50.0 15.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 
Total 33.6 52.5 12.0 1.6 0.2 0.2 
 
A small proportion of households reported paying to use the grazing lands (Table 44). Overall, only 
about 9% reported paying. The highest proportion (22%) who paid were in Tigray, followed by 
Oromia (12%). Interestingly, higher proportion of female-headed households paid to use communal 
grazing lands than male-headed households in Oromia, while higher male-headed household paid in 
Tigray.  
Table 44: Households who paid to use communal grazing lands  
 
Intervention Control Male headed Female headed Total 
Tigray 35.7 7.4 22.9 14.3 21.8 
Amhara 4.4 17.2 9.5 9.0 9.3 
Oromia 8.3 14.6 5.6 26.1 11.7 
SNNPR 3.9 5.9 3.1 10.0 4.7 
Benishangul 2.6 0.0 1.9 0.0 1.8 
Gambela 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 7.3 11.3 8.1 11.8 9.1 
 
Households cited overgrazing (52%) as the top priority challenge of communal lands, followed by 
low quality grass (17%), and land conversion into cultivated land (11%) (Table 45). Overgrazing 
seems to be most severe in Oromia, SNNPR and Gambela, although it is quite important in the other 
regions too. Free grazing as a priority challenge was mentioned only by 8% of households, perhaps 
because of the lack of understanding of the role of controlled grazing in improving the productivity 




Table 45: Priority challenges related to communal grazing lands  






























Tigray 36.1 19.4 8.3 0.0 2.8 0.0 13.9 2.8 2.8 11.1 2.8 
Amhara 42.1 23.0 18.7 2.0 1.2 0.4 1.2 1.2 4.8 0.8 4.8 
Oromia 73.2 9.9 7.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 4.2 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
SNNPR 71.1 8.4 2.4 1.2 0.0 1.2 1.2 2.4 9.6 1.2 1.2 
Benishangul 43.8 4.2 2.1 0.0 0.0 4.2 2.1 0.0 39.6 2.1 2.1 
Gambela 68.4 15.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.3 5.3 5.3 0.0 0.0 
Total 51.9 16.5 11.4 1.2 0.8 1.2 2.8 1.8 8.1 1.6 2.9 
 
Free grazing is the most prevalent grazing system as reported by 73% of households (Table 46). Seasonal grazing was reported by about 16% of households. 
Some grazing lands are used as enclosures where households cut and carry harvested grass (about 8%). A very small fraction (3%) reported rotational 
grazing.  
 
Table 46: Management practices exercised on communal grazing lands (%)  
Free grazing Enclosure Seasonal grazing Rotation grazing Other 
Tigray 23.6 1.8 54.5 20.0 0.0 
Amhara 73.5 11.3 13.6 1.2 0.4 
Oromia 61.0 10.4 28.6 0.0 0.0 
SNNPR 91.8 3.5 4.7 0.0 0.0 
Benishangul 96.5 1.8 0.0 1.8 0.0 
Gambela 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 




Consistent with results in Table 47, more than half of the households reported that there was no 
management system of the grazing lands (Table 46). The mentioned management bodies included 
customary heads (20%), local governments (12%) and elected management committees (13%). 












Tigray 29.1 23.6 36.4 10.9 0.0 
Amhara 23.3 2.7 15.2 56.8 1.9 
Oromia 14.3 31.2 16.9 37.7 0.0 
SNNPR 3.5 8.2 2.4 85.9 0.0 
Benishangul 22.8 19.3 0.0 57.9 0.0 
Gambela 30.0 10.0 0.0 60.0 0.0 






6 Fish production 
6.1 Inland capture fishery in the surveyed woredas 
The proportion of sample households involved in fish production was very low. Overall, only about 
3% of surveyed households were involved in fish production during the survey year. About half of 
the surveyed households in Gambela reported involvement in fish production, showing that fishing is 
an important livelihood in the region. The number of households involved in fish production in the 
intervention areas is more than twice as much as in the control woredas, showing that the LFSDP 
project may have targeted woredas with potential fish production in the region. About 3% of 
surveyed households in Tigray were involved in fish production. Among the respondents involved in 
fish production, almost all households reported that they were involved in inland capture fishing. 
The survey instrument, following the results framework of the LFSDP project, attempted to collect 
data on aquaculture; however, no such data was available since aquaculture was very limited. Fish 
production through inland fishery requires natural water bodies, which limits the activity. This 
implies aquaculture needs to be promoted. 
Table 48: Households involved in fish production in control and intervention areas (%) 
 
Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 5.0 1.7 3.3 
Amhara 0.0 0.8 0.3 
Oromia 0.0 2.8 1.0 
SNNPR 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Benishangul 1.7 0.0 1.1 
Gambela 70.0 26.7 48.3 
Total 3.0 2.9 3.0 
 
6.2 Tigray  
A fish CIG group composed of 46 male and 4 female members in Tanqua Abergele woreda, which is a 
project intervention woreda, reported that they use the Tekeze river hydroelectric dam for fishing. 
The CIG reported capturing an average of 4–20 or 5–10 kg of fish per day. The CIG was provided with 
an eight-centimetre net by the government. Members of the CIG also reported they sometimes use 
hooks in addition to the net. Fishing in the lake is not allowed between the months of July and 
November to allow reproduction.  
 
A fish cooperative established in Ofla woreda (a control woreda) captures fish from Lake Hashenge, 
using a 10 cm net. On average, they capture 15–20 fish per day. According to the participants, there 
are two fish production cooperatives in the woreda. To allow for reproduction, fishing is not allowed 
between the months of March and June. The CIG owns a refrigerator for storing fish and they do 





6.3 Amhara  
The study found a group comprising 12 subsistence farmers (all men) who had organized themselves 
for fishery in Gozamen woreda. The group reported that inland fishing and aquaculture are practiced 
in their community. FGD participants in the area reported they use traditional traps and hooks while 
fishing in the local fresh water. Furthermore, it was reported that there were no reported rules and 
regulations for fishing in the nearby rivers. The aquaculture is described by participants as a new 
practice relative to capture fishing. It was reported that some households had started aquaculture in 
their backyards. These men harvested water in a pond for fish production, as shown in Figure 1. FGD 
participants reported that shortage of water was the main and constant challenge in running 
aquaculture activities. It was also reported that there were no storage, transportation and fish 
processing facilities in the woreda.  
 
 
Figure 1. Addis Ena Gulit kebele fishpond  
6.4 Oromia 
Results show that in Oromia, fishing was practiced in Dugda woreda only, a control woreda in East 
Showa. The fishing practice was inland fishery. The study found two fishing CIGs in the woreda. 
There were also more than 30 private businesses involved in fishery in the woreda with fishing 
capacity of up to 100 kg per day. The fishermen mostly use fishing gears like traditional traps, 
gillnets, and hooks. The dominant fish types captured in the area were locally known as Ambazza, 
Koroso, Dube and Jape.  
Although rules and regulations on fishing gear, mesh size, restriction on fishing season or fishing 
area, and requirements for permission for fishing are in place, enforcement has been weak. We 
found no fish storing and processing facilities in the surveyed woredas. However, it has been 
indicated that fishermen have been beheading, gaiting, filleting, and selling to private entrepreneurs 





The study did not find the practice of aquaculture in intervention or control woredas in the SNNPR. 
Fishing cooperatives that practiced inland capture fishery were found around Arbaminch Zuria 
woreda. These cooperatives are primary cooperatives which harvest fish from Lake Chamo using 
gillnets. In some cases, the cooperatives harvest fish using spears on the banks of the lake. The 
cooperatives produce only raw fish. 
6.6 Gambela 
Fishing was widespread in the survey woredas in Gambela. We found fishing was conducted in Lare 
woreda, where almost everyone in the kebele was somehow involved in fishing. Many people use 
wooden non-motorized boats to paddle to the centre of the reservoir and cast their net. Varieties of 
fishing gears such as fishing lines, gillnets and hooks were used. The average production for a given 
cooperative was 40–60 fish when there is no moon, whereas this number declines to 20–30 when 
there is full moon. There were no restrictions in the fishing area or time of fishing. In Lare woreda, 
fishing was mainly done on Baro rivershore and some small lakes. It was reported that fishing was 
more productive in the rainy seasons. There were no cooperatives, and fishing activities are 
regulated. 
Fish capture in Perbong Omanga kebele was practiced on Aliero river and in some small stable 
waters. There were no cooperatives or groups working together for fishing in the kebele. There was 
one communal boat that could carry up to five people with their fishing gear. Most fishers catch by 
standing on the shores of the river. The fishing mesh size commonly used can be as small as one or 
two centimetres. However, there was no restriction for any mesh size. The fishing gears used to 
catch fish are hooks, gillnets, fishing lines and a tool locally called ‘Ankasie’. In addition, a locally 
made wooden barrel-like instrument was used to catch fish.  
Fish are transported in public buses, motorbikes and trucks and handed over to another group 
engaged in fish marketing. There are no proper storage facilities and fish are transported in a sack. 
At the local markets, the fish are displayed for sale on plastic mats. Processing (most of the time 
gaiting and cooking) is carried out by individual consumers, restaurants, or other fish retailers. There 
were no fish storage and processing facilities, and fish were sold fresh or dried. There was not much 
knowledge on running a fish business or on fish processing. There were people who transported fish 
on bicycles or motorbikes, but most people transport fish by carrying them on their backs.  
6.7 Benishangul 
There were no fishing practices reported in the intervention households in Benishangul. We found 
fishing practiced in two of the three control Kebeles where fishing is done commonly by children, 
usually from rivers during the rainy season using hooks imported from Sudan. However, the fish 
business is not taken seriously, and productivity is low. There was no fish storage and processing 




6.8 Fishery cooperatives  
The survey found cooperatives who practiced inland capture fishery in SNNPR, Tigray, Oromia and 
Gambela. Fishery cooperatives that were involved in capture fishery in Gambela were involved in 
dried or smoked fish production. The result of the survey showed an average production of 13,410.5 
kg/year of dried or smoked fish from Gambela cooperatives and 47,232.14 kg/year average 






7 Livestock market participation, household cash 
income, savings, and credit  
7.1 Livestock market participation  
The number of households who owned one of the livestock types assessed in this study and bought 
livestock during the survey year is given in Table 49. Of all surveyed households, 14% bought cattle, 
8% sheep, 4% goats and 20% chicken. The proportion of households who bought livestock is similar 
between intervention and control households, except for poultry where the proportion is higher by 
about 6% for control households. Some differences in the proportion of households who bought 
livestock, especially chicken, were observed across regions.  
 
Table 49: Intervention and control households that bought livestock (%) 
Livestock 
type 
Intervention/control Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Cattle  Intervention 8.9 19.3 14.4 9.6 22.6 0.0 14.5 
Control 14.3 13.9 15.9 7.8 0.0 0.0 12.6 
Total 11.4 17.4 15.0 9.0 21.2 0.0 13.8 
Sheep  Intervention 16.2 14.6 7.0 6.4 0.0 0.0 9.2 
Control 9.4 9.9 7.6 4.1 3.8 0.0 7.1 
Total 13.0 12.8 7.2 5.6 1.7 0.0 8.4 
Goat  Intervention 0.0 4.6 3.2 6.4 9.1 0.0 4.4 
Control 3.1 4.9 3.3 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.1 
Total 1.4 4.7 3.2 4.2 6.8 0.0 3.9 
Chicken  Intervention 53.7 19.5 12.6 14.6 10.9 4.2 17.6 
Control 56.8 27.0 17.8 13.3 9.5 0.0 23.8 
Total 55.1 22.2 14.7 14.3 10.4 3.6 19.8 
 
Table 50 presents the number of households who owned one of the livestock types assessed in this 
study and sold livestock and livestock products during the survey year. The results showed that 
about 43% of households sold cattle, close to the proportion of households who sold chicken (46%). 
About 39% and 17% of households sold sheep and goats, respectively. The proportion of households 
who sold eggs was very high at about 86%. As expected, the proportion who sold milk is low at 11%. 
The proportion of households who sold livestock and livestock products was similar between 
intervention and control households.  
 





Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Cattle  Intervention 28.6 47.5 37.8 44.4 41.9 0.0 41.5 
Control 49.0 43.5 42.0 47.8 0.0 55.2 44.9 
Total 38.1 46.1 39.4 45.5 39.4 55.2 42.8 
Sheep  Intervention 32.4 54.6 41.8 37.2 3.0 20.0 40.7 
Control 50.0 54.3 38.0 28.6 0.0 7.1 37.4 








Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Goat  Intervention 35.1 7.7 19.6 13.8 39.4 40.0 17.9 
Control 12.5 3.7 30.4 4.1 30.8 28.6 16.7 
Total 24.6 6.2 23.6 10.5 35.6 31.6 17.4 
Chicken  Intervention 41.5 39.0 53.6 40.8 34.8 62.5 44.3 
Control 54.1 40.4 54.2 46.7 47.6 25.0 48.2 
Total 47.4 39.5 53.9 42.3 38.8 57.1 45.7 
Egg  Intervention 92.1 91.0 92.8 80.6 65.7 68.8 86.4 
Control 93.3 83.6 88.7 87.9 50.0 0.0 83.9 
Total 92.6 88.2 91.3 82.4 61.2 57.9 85.6 
Milk  Intervention 15.0 9.0 13.7 8.9 1.7 0.0 10.2 
Control 11.7 6.7 16.1 4.4 3.3 53.3 12.7 
Total 13.3 8.2 14.6 7.4 2.2 26.7 11.2 
 
Table 51 presents the number of households who owned one of the livestock types assessed in this 
study, and bought livestock, disaggregated by sex of the household head. Overall, there is no clear 
pattern of difference in the proportion of household who bought livestock by sex of household head.  
Table 51: Households that bought livestock, disaggregated by sex of household head (%)   
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangu
l 
Gambela Total 
Cattle  Male 
headed 
12.5 17.9 16.4 8.4 22.6 0.0 14.3 
Female 
headed 
8.0 16.2 11.8 10.8 0.0 0.0 12.3 
Total 11.4 17.4 15.0 9.0 21.2 0.0 13.8 
Sheep  Male 
headed 
14.0 12.7 5.2 6.3 1.9 0.0 7.8 
Female 
headed 
10.5 13.1 11.7 3.1 0.0 0.0 10.1 
Total 13.0 12.8 7.2 5.6 1.7 0.0 8.4 
Goat Male 
headed 
2.0 5.3 1.7 4.5 7.4 0.0 3.8 
Female 
headed 
0.0 `3.3 6.5 3.1 0.0 0.0 4.0 
Total 1.4 4.7 3.2 4.2 6.8 0.0 3.9 
Chicken  Male 
headed 
55.6 19.7 13.2 15.9 11.5 4.2 18.7 
Female 
headed 
54.2 26.7 18.4 9.3 0.0 0.0 22.6 
Total 55.1 22.2 14.7 14.3 10.4 3.6 19.8 
 
The number of households who owned one of the livestock types assessed in this study, and sold 
livestock and livestock products, disaggregated by sex of the household head is given in table 52. 





Table 52: Households that sold livestock and livestock products, disaggregated by sex of household 
head (%) 
  





36.3 48.6 41.6 47.3 35.5 52.2 44.3 
Female 
headed 
44.0 40.4 34.6 40.0 100.0 66.7 39.0 
Total 38.1 46.1 39.5 45.5 39.4 55.2 42.8 
Sheep Male 
headed 
38.0 56.0 43.4 36.0 1.9 14.3 40.0 
Female 
headed 
47.4 50.8 33.8 28.1 0.0 0.0 37.7 
Total 40.6 54.5 40.4 34.3 1.7 10.5 39.4 
Goat Male 
headed 
28.0 5.3 23.1 11.7 37.0 35.7 18.1 
Female 
headed 
15.8 8.2 24.7 6.3 20.0 20.0 15.6 
Total 24.6 6.2 23.6 10.5 35.6 31.6 17.4 
Chicken Male 
headed 
44.4 37.6 54.9 45.5 41.0 54.2 46.1 
Female 
headed 
54.2 43.0 51.3 32.6 16.7 75.0 44.8 
Total 47.4 39.5 53.9 42.3 38.8 57.1 45.7 
Eggs Male 
headed 
93.8 87.2 91.4 83.7 65.2 60.0 85.4 
Female 
headed 
90.0 90.3 91.2 78.8 0.0 50.0 86.0 
Total 92.6 88.2 91.3 82.4 61.2 57.9 85.6 
Milk Male 
headed 
14.3 7.7 15.1 7.8 2.5 27.1 11.3 
Female 
headed 
11.1 9.2 13.5 6.1 0.0 25.0 10.8 
Total 13.3 8.2 14.6 7.4 2.2 26.7 11.2 
 
Table 53 presents results of the proportion of livestock products sold by producing households. 
Overall, about 68% of total eggs produced (local and improved) is sold. While similar proportion of 
total eggs was sold in Tigray, Amhara, Oromia and SNNPR (around 70%), lower proportions (about 
30%) was sold in Benishangul and Gambela. Higher proportions of eggs from improved chicken seem 
to be sold by households than eggs from local chicken. Patterns of sales were similar between 
intervention and control households. Only about 11% of milk produced is sold by households, 
overall. Slightly higher proportion of milk seems to be sold in intervention than in control 
households, except in Benishangul and Gambela, which seems to be the opposite. Higher proportion 









Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNP Benishangu
l 
Gambela Total 




Intervention 69.1 70.3 73.6 66.7 41.2 36.6 68.0 
Control 71.4 71.7 67.1 66.6 23.2 0.0 68.2 




Intervention 73.8 70.0 79.2 66.9 24.8 30.0 70.2 
Control 74.3 75.9 75.6 76.0 20.8 NA 75.3 
Total 74.0 72.8 77.6 68.2 23.8 30.0 72.2 
Eggs from local 
chicken  
Intervention 56.8 70.9 70.1 65.1 42.7 38.5 64.1 
Control 54.4 51.2 60.2 56.2 23.5 0.0 53.9 
Total 56.0 64.5 66.2 61.0 37.9 31.9 60.4 
Total milk  Intervention 23.1 8.5 14.0 5.8 5.8 ? 11.0 
Control 13.3 5.5 10.7 2.7 40.0 32.0 9.9 
Total 18.7 7.4 12.7 4.7 8.2 32.0 10.6 
Total butter  
 
29.3 38.0 42.7 52.4 60.0 NA 44.1 
 
59.2 19.9 40.9 43.6 0.0 12.5 34.5 
 
47.6 30.4 42.0 49.8 52.3 12.5 40.3 
 
The proportion of livestock products sold, disaggregated by sex of household head is given in Table 
54. Female-headed households sold 76% of total eggs produced, while male-headed households sold 
66%. This trend seems to hold in Tigray, Amhara and Oromia, while the opposite seems to be the 
case in the other regions. Similar proportion of eggs from improved chicken was sold by male- and 
female-headed households (71% and 74%). Improved chickens are reared mainly marketable eggs. 
However, higher proportion of eggs from local chicken is sold by female-headed households (69%) 
than male-headed households (58%). Milk sold seems to be higher in female-headed than in male-
headed households in Tigray, Amhara and Oromia, while the opposite seems to be true in Gambela. 
Higher proportion of butter was sold by female-headed than male-headed households in Tigray.  
 
Table 54: Livestock products sold in male- and female-headed households  
  










67.8 68.6 67.5 70.6 37.1 27.8 66.4 
Female 
headed  
76.1 75.7 79.9 55.0 0.0 48.4 72.6 






71.0 70.3 74.5 73.4 24.2 30.0 71.4 
Female 
headed  
80.0 77.8 84.5 52.2 0.0 NA 74.1 






58.6 63.3 63.0 59.7 38.3 27.1 58.0 
Female 
headed  
39.2 67.2 75.9 64.3 0.0 48.4 68.8 





Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangu
l 
Gambela Total 
Total milk  Male 
headed  
16.0 6.5 11.8 4.8 8.2 36.8 10.0 
Female 
headed  
31.8 10.1 15.3 4.2 NA 16.0 12.5 





44.1 29.9 43.0 51.2 52.3 5.6 40.7 
Female 
headed  
69.8 32.3 38.0 43.5 NA 36.9 38.4 
Total 47.6 30.4 42.0 49.8 52.3 12.5 40.3 
 
Table 55 presents the amount of livestock products sold by intervention and control households. 
Overall, an average of 281 eggs per household was sold, with higher sales in control (315 eggs) than 
intervention households (264 eggs). The number of total eggs sold ranged from 46 eggs per 
household in Gambela to 377 eggs in Tigray. Among households who produce eggs from improved 
chickens, the average number of eggs sold per household was about 432 eggs. The highest number 
of improved eggs sold per household was observed in Amhara (about 543), followed by Oromia, 
Tigray and SNNP. Overall, larger number of eggs from improved chickens was sold in control 
households than in intervention households. Among those who produced local eggs, an average of 
125 local eggs were sold per household.  
Overall, about 696 litres of milk was sold per household. The average amount of total milk sold per 
household ranged from 168 litres in Benishangul to about 1,493 litres in Tigray. Higher amount of 
total milk per household seems to be sold in intervention than in control households. This is 
particularly true in Tigray, Amhara, Oromia and SNNPR, perhaps indicating the appropriateness of 
the targeting of the LFSDP for dairy development. About 10kg of butter from local cows was sold per 
household, with slightly higher average in intervention than control households.   





Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangu
l 
Gambela Total 
Total eggs  
(No.) 
Intervention 353.35 307.16 236.02 304.24 100.11 54.63 263.85 
Control 407.03 413.27 277.38 236.61 46.57 0.00 314.88 





Intervention 375.33 453.47 346.97 394.83 36.00 162.00 391.15 
Control 401.89 680.69 496.45 312.73 50.00 NA 510.47 





Intervention 122.50 126.74 162.23 81.41 103.88 47.47 125.01 
Control 272.00 90.55 160.08 124.68 43.00 0.00 124.77 







Intervention 2,117.72 1,182.16 824.94 290.47 107.00 NA 938.91 
Control 690.29 798.63 181.77 96.25 228.00 473.81 379.79 




Intervention 2.44 8.31 10.61 15.39 13.67 NA 10.44 
Control 8.44 5.83 10.73 8.95 0.00 2.18 8.31 





Table 56 presents average livestock product sales per household, disaggregated by sex of household 
head. Female-headed households sold higher total eggs per household than male-headed 
household. This trend seems to hold in Tigray, Amhara and Oromia, while the opposite seems to be 
the case in SNNPR. Higher per household average of improved eggs also seem to be sold by female-
headed than male-headed households, while number sold of local eggs showed no difference.  
Overall, female-headed households also sold higher amount of total milk per household (about 878 
litres) than male-headed households (629 litres). This trend holds true in Tigray, Amhara and 
Oromia, while the opposite seems to hold in SNNPR. Higher average amount of butter seems to be 
sold by male-headed households. 
Table 56: Mean livestock products sales in male- and female-headed households  







367.23 331.16 246.10 304.61 90.35 42.00 272.28 
female 
headed  
401.25 380.63 262.96 235.52 0.00 61.00 305.19 







361.08 499.33 367.83 411.08 46.00 162.00 413.13 
Female 
headed  
448.53 643.37 490.67 284.50 0.00 NA 481.64 







169.57 115.54 162.46 96.06 89.23 33.43 125.93 
Female 
headed  
66.67 113.11 158.94 94.64 0.00 61.00 122.11 









1,074.29 1,018.68 553.76 273.88 167.50 496.42 628.57 
Female 
headed  
2,750.00 1,153.25 569.50 120.00 NA 375.83 877.55 






5.03 7.65 11.65 13.42 12.30 1.08 10.09 
Female 
headed  
6.94 6.81 7.73 11.09 NA 4.80 7.88 
Total 5.33 7.45 10.66 12.99 12.30 2.18 9.60 
 
The average number of livestock sold per household among sellers is given in Table 57. On average, 
about 1.71 cattle is sold per seller, with similar figures for intervention and control households. The 
overall average of sheep sold was about three sheep per seller, with similar figures between 
intervention and control households. Similarly, an average of three goats were sold per seller. About 
four chickens were sold per seller, with differences between improved and local chickens. Five 










Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Total cattle 
(No.) 
Intervention 2.00 1.56 1.72 1.51 1.69 NA 1.63 
Control 1.88 1.38 1.65 1.77 NA 4.00 1.82 




Intervention 1.20 1.33 1.67 1.00 NA NA 1.34 
Control 1.50 1.13 1.00 1.00 NA NA 1.21 
Total 1.36 1.25 1.60 1.00 NA NA 1.29 
Local cattle 
(No.) 
Intervention 2.00 1.44 1.68 1.53 1.69 NA 1.58 
Control 1.80 1.44 1.66 1.72 NA 4.00 1.85 
Total 1.88 1.44 1.67 1.60 1.69 4.00 1.69 
Sheep (No.) Intervention 3.08 3.59 3.06 1.40 3.00 1.00 2.94 
Control 4.38 3.32 2.03 1.50 NA 3.00 2.83 
Total 3.82 3.49 2.70 1.43 3.00 2.00 2.90 
Goat  
(No.) 
Intervention 4.92 2.20 3.06 2.00 3.85 2.00 3.18 
Control 2.75 4.33 2.29 1.50 2.75 3.00 2.55 




Intervention 4.12 4.42 3.12 5.15 4.00 4.00 4.07 
Control 9.95 2.64 4.38 5.62 5.10 2.00 4.92 




Intervention 5.80 3.05 2.27 5.97 1.50 NA 4.34 
Control 10.59 2.93 4.17 4.88 NA NA 6.08 




Intervention 3.42 4.52 3.23 3.04 4.07 4.00 3.68 
Control 6.33 2.41 4.11 4.27 5.10 2.00 3.90 
Total 4.00 3.82 3.59 3.53 4.48 3.88 3.76 
 
Table 58 presents the average number of livestock sold per seller, disaggregated by sex of household 
head. There were no differences in the number sold between male- and female-headed households, 
except for improved chicken, where female-headed households sold slightly higher numbers (7 
versus 6).   












2.10 1.57 1.73 1.59 1.82 4.33 1.76 
Female 
headed  
1.45 1.33 1.57 1.62 1.00 3.00 1.53 





1.43 1.19 1.67 1.00 NA NA 1.29 
Female 
headed  
1.25 1.40 1.00 1.00 NA NA 1.31 
















2.04 1.50 1.70 1.60 1.82 4.33 1.74 
Female 
headed  
1.38 1.26 1.59 1.58 1.00 3.00 1.52 
Total 1.88 1.44 1.67 1.60 1.69 4.00 1.69 
Sheep (No.) Male 
headed  
2.68 3.65 2.84 1.48 3.00 2.00 2.88 
Female 
headed  
6.22 3.03 2.31 1.22 NA NA 2.95 





4.86 3.13 2.90 2.00 3.45 2.00 3.14 
Female 
headed  
2.33 2.00 2.26 1.50 3.00 6.00 2.32 






3.25 3.80 3.69 5.60 4.52 4.15 4.18 
Female 
headed  
14.69 3.68 3.54 3.93 2.00 2.67 4.95 






2.85 2.76 3.35 6.21 1.50 NA 4.16 
Female 
headed  
19.11 3.38 2.43 4.11 NA NA 7.11 






3.73 3.81 3.49 3.63 4.58 4.15 3.76 
Female 
headed  
4.75 3.83 3.84 3.00 2.00 2.67 3.74 
Total 4.00 3.82 3.59 3.53 4.48 3.88 3.76 
 
7.2 Household cash income 
Household annual cash income earnings are given in Table 59. The overall cash income earning of 
households was ETB27, 224. The large standard deviation on the average cash income indicates wide 
difference in cash income earnings among households. The cash income earning ranges from ETB 
23,875 in SNNPR to ETB33, 162 in Gambela. Numerically, the control households had higher cash 
income than intervention households, but the difference was statistically significant only in Oromia 
and Benishangul.   
Table 59: Total mean cash income of households in ETB (mean (st.dev))  
Intervention Control P value Total 
Mean (st.dev) Mean (st.dev) Mean (st.dev) 
Tigray 32,683.4 (43,797.2) 31,521.9 (34,951.6) 0.8727 32,102.6 (39,459.5) 
Amhara 29,544.8 (49,729.9) 22,185.1 (20,188.6) 0.1223 26,868.6 (41,605.7) 
Oromia 23,852.3 (23,758.0) 34,125.2 (48,144.5) 0.0019 27,704.6 (35,260.5) 
SNNPR 23,845.0 (24,667.6) 23,937.1 (31,867.3) 0.9792 23,875.7 (27,219.5) 
Benishangul 20,016.4 (18,706.1) 36,638.6 (37,142.6) 0.0057 25,557.1 (27,268.7) 
Gambela 33,988.8 (31,923.9) 32,335.4 (27,319.5) 0.8301 33,162.1 (29,470.0) 




The cash income structure of households is given in Table 60. Overall, cash income from non-
livestock on-farm activities seems to be the most important source of cash income, followed by 
livestock sales. Sales of livestock products and livestock businesses are the next most important 
sources, followed by wage employment. Numerically, livestock sales income was highest in 
Gambela, followed by Tigray, Amhara, Oromia and SNNPR, in that order. Income from sales of 
livestock product was highest in Tigray, followed by Amhara, Oromia and SNNPR. Non-livestock on-
farm activities seem to be the most important sources of income in Oromia, followed by Amhara, 
and SNNPR. Businesses (such as small shops) do not seem to be very important for farmers as 
sources of cash income. The Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) was reported as a source of cash 
income only in the four major region (Amhara, Oromia, Tigray and SNNPR). The cash income 
structure of households seems to be similar between intervention and control households, except 
for non-livestock on-farm income in which the income in control households was higher by more 
than ETB3,000. This may be due to the fact that the LFSDP targeted woredas which have relatively 
higher potential in livestock production.  




















































































































Data was also collected on the number of households who earned income from the different 
sources. About 67% of households earned cash income from the sale of livestock (Table 61). The 
proportion was similar between intervention and control households. The proportion of households 
earning cash income from livestock sales ranged from 54% in Gambela to 73% in Amhara.  
Table 61: Households that earned cash income from sales of live animals (%) 
 
Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 70.0 65.0 67.5 
Amhara 73.8 70.8 72.7 
Oromia 62.3 66.7 64.0 
SNNPR 70.6 65.6 68.9 
Benishangul 56.7 50.0 54.4 
Gambela 80.0 60.0 70.0 





The proportion of households who earned income from sales of livestock products is given in Table 
62. About 62% of sample households earned cash income from this source, with similar proportions 
between control and intervention households ranging from 43% in Benishangul to 71% in Tigray.  
Table 62: Households that earned income from sales of livestock products (%) 
 
Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 71.7 70.0 70.8 
Amhara 71.0 65.8 69.1 
Oromia 62.3 59.4 61.3 
SNNPR 62.8 58.9 61.5 
Benishangul 51.7 26.7 43.3 
Gambela 33.3 56.7 45.0 
Total 63.5 60.0 62.1 
 
About 72% of sample households earned cash income from non-livestock on-farm activities, with 
similar proportion between intervention and control households (Table 63) ranging from 47% in 
Gambela to 86% in Oromia. 
Table 63: Households that earned cash income from non-livestock on-farm activities  
 
Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 46.7 55.0 50.8 
Amhara 71.4 67.5 70.0 
Oromia 86.0 86.1 86.0 
SNNPR 69.4 72.2 70.4 
Benishangul 68.3 46.7 61.1 
Gambela 56.7 36.7 46.7 
Total 73.7 70.4 72.4 
 
About 15% of households reported wage employment as a source of their cash income (Table 64). 
The proportion was similar between intervention and control households ranging from 5% in Oromia 
to 42% in Tigray.  
Table 64. Households that earned cash income from wage employment (%) 
 
Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 36.7 46.7 41.7 
Amhara 14.8 15.0 14.8 
Oromia 5.0 5.6 5.2 
SNNPR 21.7 14.4 19.3 
Benishangul 26.7 3.3 18.9 
Gambela 20.0 3.3 11.7 





About 19% of households earned cash income from businesses (small shops/trading) (Table 65), with 
similar proportion between intervention and control households. The proportion ranged from 12% 
in Amhara to 59% in Gambela. 
 
Table 65: Households that earned cash income from their own businesses (%) 
 
Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 11.7 15.0 13.3 
Amhara 12.9 9.2 11.5 
Oromia 16.7 17.2 16.9 
SNNPR 23.9 12.2 20.0 
Benishangul 41.7 93.3 58.9 
Gambela 43.3 23.3 33.3 
Total 19.6 19.0 19.4 
 
About 22% of households reported earning cash income from miscellaneous sources such as 
remittances, gifts and food aid, with similar proportion between intervention and control 
households (Table 66). The proportion ranged from 7% in Benishangul to 47% in Gambela.    
Table 66: Households that earned cash income from miscellaneous sources (remittances, gifts and 
food aid) 
 
Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 38.3 25.0 31.7 
Amhara 23.8 18.3 21.8 
Oromia 16.3 17.2 16.7 
SNNPR 25.0 25.6 25.2 
Benishangul 6.7 6.7 6.7 
Gambela 20.0 73.3 46.7 
Total 21.1 22.5 21.6 
 
7.3 Household savings  
About 39% of households reported saving money during the survey period (Table 67). Overall, about 
39% of households reported saving, with similar proportion in intervention and control households.  
Male-headed households seem to be more likely to save than female-headed households. 
Interestingly, similar proportion of youth-headed and adult-headed households saved money. The 
proportion who saved money ranged from 21% in Gambela to 64% in Tigray.   
Table 67: Households that reported saving money (%) 
 
Intervention Control Male headed Female headed Youth headed Adult headed Total 
Tigray 51.7 76.7 61.9 69.4 87.5 62.5 64.2 
Amhara 51.0 48.3 53.4 43.1 42.3 50.7 50.0 
Oromia 33.0 32.2 34.8 28.4 41.5 31.9 32.7 
SNNPR 31.1 37.8 37.3 21.2 36.4 33.2 33.3 
Benishangul 35.0 30.0 37.5 0.0 25.0 35.1 33.3 
Gambela 36.7 6.7 27.1 0.0 20.0 22.0 21.7 




Among those who saved money, the overall average annual saving was ETB 11,511 (Table 68). The 
amount saved ranged from ETB6, 241 in SNNPR to ETB19, 807 in Gambela. There is very wide gap in 
the amount of money saved. For example, the amount saved in Amhara ranged from as low as 
ETB120 to as high as ETB400,000. Similarly, the savings in Oromia region ranged from ETB 50 – 
300,000. The overall average amount saved was similar between intervention and control 
households.     
 
Table 68: Amount of money saved in total households (Birr) 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Mode 
Tigray 10,366.9 120 100,000 1,200 
Amhara 10,784.8 120 400,000 3,000 
Oromia 15,179.6 50 300,000 5,000 
SNNPR 6,241.3 60 80,000 5,000 
Benishangul 11,460.8 625 100,000 10,000 
Gambela 19,807.7 500 150,000 500 
Total 11,511.2 50 400,000 5,000 
 
Savers used different saving modes (Table 69). About 48% of savers saved their money in banks, 26% 
saved in saving and credit groups and 22% saved in MFIs. About 13% reported saving at home and 
10% saved in cooperatives and associations. The proportions of savers who saved in the different 
places were similar between intervention and control households. These results indicate that rural 
households are increasingly resorting to commercial banks to save money. 
 
Table 69: Saving modes of households (%)  
 





Banks MFIs Other 
Tigray 7.8 68.8 1.3 23.4 19.5 0.0 
Amhara 7.3 21.8 21.2 32.7 45.5 0.6 
Oromia 21.0 12.7 4.5 74.5 4.5 1.9 
SNNPR 6.7 28.9 8.9 45.6 22.2 8.9 
Benishangul 23.3 10.0 10.0 63.3 3.3 0.0 
Gambela 53.8 0.0 0.0 46.2 7.7 7.7 
Total 13.3 25.9 10.2 47.9 22.4 2.4 
 
7.4  Credit services 
The proportion of households who took out loans for livestock production is given in Table 70. 
Overall, only about 6% of households took out loans for livestock production during the survey year, 
showing the very low access to and use of credit services for livestock production. The low access to 
credit for livestock deserves special attention by credit service providers. Most credit services are 
short-term mainly meant to purchase variable inputs such as seeds and fertilizers. However, 
livestock requires longer term credit facilities aimed at promoting investment in livestock. There was 
no marked difference in the patter of loan taking between intervention and control households and 




access and use across regions, where Tigray and Amhara had higher proportions of households who 
took out loans. Interestingly, no household reported taking out loans for livestock production in 
Gambela.   
 
Table 70:  Households who took out a loan for livestock production (%) 
 
Intervention Control Male headed 
 
Female headed Total 
Tigray 10.0 15.0 11.9 13.9 12.5 
Amhara 10.0 10.8 11.3 8.3 10.3 
Oromia 5.7 2.8 4.6 4.5 4.6 
SNNPR 0.0 4.4 2.0 0.0 1.5 
Benishangul 1.7 0.0 1.3 0.0 1.1 
Gambela 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 5.4 6.1 5.7 5.4 5.6 
 
Table 71 presents proportion of households who took out loans for specific livestock species. About 
29% of households who took loans took it for small ruminant rearing, 17% for cattle rearing and 16% 
for dairy production. Lower proportion of households used loans for cattle and small ruminant 
fattening than for rearing of the same species, showing that fattening of cattle and small ruminants 
is not yet widely practiced. Proportions of households who took out loans for egg and fish 
production are the lowest.  
Table 71: Proportion of loan takers for specific livestock species (%) 
  
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangu
l 
Gambela Total 
Dairy Male headed  30.0 0.0 26.7 50.0 0.0 0.0 16.4 
Female headed  40.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 
Total 33.3 2.9 18.2 50.0 0.0 0.0 15.8 
Egg 
production  
Male headed  0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 100.0 0.0 3.6 
Female headed  0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 
Total 0.0 0.0 4.5 25.0 100.0 0.0 3.9 
Cattle 
rearing  
Male headed  10.0 16.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.2 
Female headed  0.0 22.2 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 
Total 6.7 17.6 27.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.1 
Cattle 
fattening  
Male headed  20.0 16.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.7 
Female headed  20.0 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 




Male headed  10.0 20.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 14.5 
Female headed  0.0 44.4 28.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.6 




Male headed  0.0 24.0 13.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.5 
Female headed  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 0.0 17.6 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.5 
Apiculture  Male headed  10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 
Female headed  20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 




Table 72 presents the average amount of credit taken by households for specific species. Among 
credit takers, the average amount of credit used for dairy was ETB 16,758, for cattle rearing ETB 
10,430 and cattle fattening ETB 12,040. Interestingly, and perhaps as expected, higher amount was 
used for small ruminant fattening than for small ruminant rearing. 
We also found that female-headed households who took out loans for dairy, cattle rearing and cattle 
fattening took higher average amount of loan than male-headed households. No female-headed 
household took loan for small ruminant fattening.  
Table 72: Mean amount of credit taken by households for specific livestock species in male- and 
female-headed households (ETB) 
  





30,000.0 NA 5,250.0 11,050.0 NA NA 14,788.9 
Female 
headed  
21,500.0 25,000.0 NA NA NA NA 22,666.7 





NA NA NA 1,200.0 300.0 NA 750.0 
Female 
headed  
NA NA 600.0 NA NA NA 600.0 





10,000.0 12,000.0 6,520.0 NA NA NA 9,060.0 
Female 
headed  
NA 20,000.0 5,000.0 NA NA NA 15,000.0 





14,000.0 10,500.0 1,400.0 NA NA NA 10,200.0 
Female 
headed  
4,000.0 22,500.0 NA NA NA NA 16,333.3 








3,000.0 NA NA 6,562.5 
Female 
headed  
NA 4,125.0 7,500.0 NA NA NA 5,250.0 






NA 17,000.0 6,500.0 NA NA NA 14,375.0 
Female 
headed  
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Total NA 17,000.0 6,500.0 NA NA NA 14,375.0 
Apiculture  Male 
headed  
9,000.0 NA NA NA NA NA 9,000.0 
Female 
headed  
10,000.0 NA NA NA NA NA 10,000.0 






8 Livestock extension 
The proportion of households who sought extension services for the different commodities during 
the survey year is given in Table 73. Overall, about 30% of households reported contact with 
extension service providers seeking information on diary production. The proportion of households 
with extension contact for dairy ranged from 5.6% in Benishangul to 54% in Amhara. Benishangul 
and Gambela received the lowest extension service for dairy. We also found low extension contact 
for dairy in Oromia (about 12%). It might be useful to find out why there is low dairy extension 
contact in Oromia, Gambela and Benishangul. The lack of adequate extension services for livestock 
could be because of the focus given to crop production, implying that strengthening extension 
services for livestock and livestock product may be needed. Differences were observed in extension 
services sought for dairy in intervention and control households. 
About 28% of surveyed households also reported contacting extension service providers for cattle 
fattening, ranging from 10% in Gambela to 42% in Amhara. Similar to dairy services, Oromia, 
Gambela and Benishangul had the lowest extension contact for cattle fattening. About 19% of 
surveyed households reported contacting extension service providers seeking information on small 
ruminant rearing. This proportion ranged from 5% in Gambela to 36% in Amhara. Similar to dairy 
and cattle fattening, Oromia, Benishangul and Gambela had the lowest contact.  
In the survey, we differentiated between extension service for small ruminant rearing and small 
ruminant fattening. About 19% of surveyed households reported contacting extension service 
providers for small ruminant fattening, ranging from 8% in Gambela to 35% in Amhara. Oromia, 
SNNPR and Benishangul had lower contacts.  
Since there was no significant broiler production in the surveyed areas, extension contact for poultry 
was mainly for egg production. About 30% of surveyed households reported extension contact for 
egg production, ranging from 8% in Gambela to 58% in Tigray. Oromia and Gambela had low 
extension contact for egg production. 
Extension contact for fish production is very low, perhaps because of the small number of 
households involved in fish production. Overall, only about 2% of households reported seeking 
extension services for fish production.  
Fodder is an important feed source for livestock in the survey area. Extension service providers in 
the survey areas have been providing extension services to farmers on improved fodder production. 
We found that about 22.5% of surveyed households had extension contact for fodder, ranging from 
2% in Gambela to 35% in Amhara and SNNPR. Oromia, Benishangul and Gambela had lower 





Table 73: Proportion of farmers who contacted extension service providers (%) 
 Intervention/ 
control 
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Dairy  Intervention  41.7 52.4 13.3 40.0 8.3 10.0 30.4 
Control  60.0 55.8 10.6 27.8 0.0 6.7 29.2 
Total  50.8 53.6 12.3 35.9 5.6 8.3 29.9 
Cattle 
fattening 
Intervention  31.7 41.0 18.3 32.2 20.0 10.0 27.7 
Control  51.7 45.0 17.8 24.4 13.3 10.0 28.6 




Intervention  28.3 36.7 5.3 26.1 11.7 10.0 19.9 
Control  21.7 30.8 6.1 21.1 20.0 0.0 16.9 




Intervention  18.3 36.4 9.3 15.6 25.0 10.0 19.2 
Control  23.3 32.5 8.9 12.2 26.7 6.7 17.6 
Total  20.8 35.0 9.2 14.4 25.6 8.3 18.6 
Egg 
production 
Intervention  55.0 44.5 12.3 40.0 28.3 16.7 30.6 
Control  61.7 45.8 12.8 28.9 30.0 0.0 29.4 
Total  58.3 45.0 12.5 36.3 28.9 8.3 30.2 
Fish 
Production 
Intervention  5.0 1.0 0.7 2.2 1.7 16.7 2.0 
Control  5.0 2.5 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 
Total  5.0 1.5 0.6 1.5 1.1 8.3 1.8 
Fodder 
production 
Intervention  26.7 31.6 9.0 36.7 11.7 3.3 21.8 
Control  38.3 40.0 10.6 31.1 6.7 0.0 23.5 
Total  32.5 34.7 9.6 34.8 10.0 1.7 22.5 
 
The proportion of households with extension contact, disaggregated by sex of household head for 
dairy, cattle and small ruminants is given in Table 74. Numerically, the proportion of male-headed 
households with extension contact seem to be higher than for female-headed households. For 
example, in dairy, while about 32% of male-headed households had extension contact, only 26% of 
female-headed households reported contact. Similarly, for fattening, the proportion of male-headed 
households with extension contact is higher by about 9% than for female-headed households. 
Interestingly, for small ruminant production and fattening, the proportions having extension contact 







Table 74: Households that contacted extension service providers, disaggregated by sex of household 
head (%)  


















Tigray 50.0 52.8 41.7 41.7 21.4 33.3 20.2 22.2 
Amhara 61.1 38.5 48.4 30.3 37.6 28.4 39.5 25.7 
Oromia 13.2 10.3 20.3 13.5 6.5 3.9 10.2 7.1 
SNNPR 36.8 33.3 32.4 21.2 24.0 25.8 14.7 13.6 
Benishangul 6.3 0.0 20.0 0.0 16.3 0.0 26.3 20.0 
Gambela 8.3 8.3 8.3 16.7 4.2 8.3 4.2 25.0 
Total 31.6 25.8 30.6 21.9 19.3 17.3 19.8 15.7 
 
The proportion of households with extension contact, disaggregated by sex of household head for 
egg, fish and fodder production are given in Table 75. Interestingly, higher proportion of male-
headed households had extension contact for poultry than female-headed households. About 20% 
of female-headed households reported extension contact for improved fodder production, which is 
similar to male-headed households. Extension service for fish was very low. 
Table 75: Households with extension contact, disaggregated by sex of household head  













Tigray 59.5 55.6 7.1 0.0 32.1 33.3 
Amhara 48.2 38.5 2.3 0.0 39.1 25.7 
Oromia 13.5 10.3 0.6 0.6 8.9 11.0 
SNNPR 36.3 36.4 1.0 3.0 36.8 28.8 
Benishangul 31.3 10.0 1.3 0.0 8.8 20.0 
Gambela 10.4 0.0 8.3 8.3 2.1 0.0 
Total 31.6 26.5 2.1 1.0 23.4 20.1 
 
We sought the opinion of the surveyed households that had contact with extension service providers 
on the timeliness and relevance of the services they received. Perceptions were sought in four-scale 
responses—very poor, poor, good and very good. There were no important differences in farmer 
perceptions by intervention and control households for all commodities. The responses for dairy 
extension are summarized in Table 76, disaggregated by sex of household head. About 40% of those 
who had extension contact rated the timeliness of the extension service for dairy as poor, 49% said it 
was good and 11% said it was very good. We found higher proportion of male-headed households 
rating the timeliness of extension for dairy as poor, and higher proportion of female-headed 




extension service providers rated the relevance of the service as poor, 44% rated it as good and 17% 
as very good. Lower proportion of female-headed households rated relevance of dairy extension as 
poor than male-headed households. Concerns about the timeliness and relevance of the extension 
service seem to be highest in Oromia.  
Table 76: Response of households on timeliness and relevance of extension services for dairy (%)  
Timeliness 
  
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Male headed Poor 18.2 33.1 68.2 34.0 37.5 25.0 41.2 
Good 68.2 51.7 30.0 47.9 37.5 25.0 46.2 
Very 
good 
13.6 15.2 1.8 18.1 25.0 50.0 12.6 
Female 
headed 
Poor 0.0 31.9 53.8 37.0 0.0 0.0 32.2 
Good 95.0 59.6 46.2 48.1 0.0 100.0 60.3 
Very 
good 
5.0 8.5 0.0 14.8 0.0 0.0 7.4 
Total  Poor 12.5 32.8 65.4 34.7 37.5 20.0 39.2 
Good 76.6 53.6 33.1 47.9 37.5 40.0 49.4 
Very 
good 
10.9 13.5 1.5 17.4 25.0 40.0 11.4 
Relevance 
  
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Male headed Poor 22.5 30.5 72.1 30.9 28.6 0.0 41.1 
Good 60.0 51.1 18.0 50.0 42.9 50.0 42.3 
Very 
good 
17.5 18.4 9.9 19.1 28.6 50.0 16.6 
Female 
headed 
Poor 6.7 31.9 56.0 37.0 0.0 0.0 34.8 
Good 93.3 46.8 32.0 40.7 0.0 100.0 48.7 
Very 
good 
0.0 21.3 12.0 22.2 0.0 0.0 16.5 
Total  Poor 18.2 30.9 69.1 32.2 28.6 0.0 39.6 
Good 69.1 50.0 20.6 47.9 42.9 60.0 43.8 
Very 
good 
12.7 19.1 10.3 19.8 28.6 40.0 16.6 
 
Responses on farmer perceptions on timeliness and relevance of extension services for cattle 
fattening is summarized in Table 77. Overall, about 44% of households who had extension contact 
for cattle fattening rated the timeliness of the service as poor, 45% rated it as good and 11% said it 
was very good. Lower proportion of female-headed households rated timeliness of services as poor 
and higher proportion of female-headed households rated the timeliness as good. Regarding 
relevance, overall, about 42% rated the service as poor, 43% rated it as good and 15% rated it as 
very good. Similar to extension services for dairy, there seem to be important differences across 






Table 77: Response of households on timeliness and relevance of extension services for cattle 
fattening (%)  
Timeliness 
  
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Male 
headed 
Poor 29.7 43.8 60.0 35.7 42.1 40.0 46.4 
Good 64.9 39.1 35.2 48.8 42.1 20.0 41.9 
Very good 5.4 17.2 4.8 15.5 15.8 40.0 11.7 
Female 
headed 
Poor 6.3 30.6 50.0 27.8 NA NA 32.1 
Good 93.8 58.3 41.2 55.6 NA 50.0 57.5 
Very good 0.0 11.1 8.8 16.7 NA 50.0 10.4 
Total  Poor 22.6 40.9 58.1 34.3 42.1 28.6 43.5 
Good 73.6 43.3 36.3 50.0 42.1 28.6 45.0 
Very good 3.8 15.9 5.6 15.7 15.8 42.9 11.5 
Relevance 
  
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Male 
headed 
Poor 38.5 32.0 63.8 34.5 33.3 NA 43.8 
Good 53.8 49.2 25.5 46.4 44.4 60.0 40.5 
Very good 7.7 18.8 10.6 19.0 22.2 40.0 15.7 
Female 
headed 
Poor 10.0 27.8 45.7 33.3 NA 50.0 33.7 
Good 90.0 66.7 37.1 50.0 NA NA 54.5 
Very good 0.0 5.6 17.1 16.7 NA 50.0 11.9 
Total  Poor 30.6 31.1 60.2 34.3 33.3 14.3 41.7 
Good 63.9 53.0 27.8 47.1 44.4 42.9 43.3 
Very good 5.6 15.9 11.9 18.6 22.2 42.9 14.9 
 
Response of households with extension contact for small ruminant rearing is given in Table 78. 
Overall, 50% of respondents rated timeliness as poor, 38% said it is good and 12% said it’s very good. 
Important differences across regions were observed for timeliness of extension services for small 
ruminant rearing. Regarding relevance, about 50% of households rated the service as poor, 37% 
rated it good and 13% very good. Slightly higher proportion of households rated the timeliness and 
relevance of the extension service for small ruminant rearing as poor, and higher proportion of 





Table 78: Response of households on timeliness and relevance of extension services for small 
ruminant rearing (%) 
Timeliness 
  





Poor 30.4 49.1 71.6 39.7 26.7 50.0 51.9 
Good 65.2 34.5 21.6 42.6 53.3 0.0 35.0 
Very good 4.3 16.4 6.9 17.6 20.0 50.0 13.1 
Female 
headed 
Poor 35.7 39.5 55.0 45.0 NA 0.0 43.0 
Good 64.3 52.6 40.0 40.0 NA 0.0 48.4 
Very good 0.0 7.9 5.0 15.0 NA 100.0 8.6 
Total  Poor 32.4 46.6 68.9 40.9 26.7 33.3 49.9 
Good 64.9 39.2 24.6 42.0 53.3 0.0 38.0 
Very good 2.7 14.2 6.6 17.0 20.0 66.7 12.1 
Relevance 
  





Poor 35.7 46.4 73.3 36.8 33.3 0.0 51.6 
Good 64.3 37.3 13.9 48.5 46.7 50.0 33.9 
Very good 0.0 16.4 12.9 14.7 20.0 50.0 14.5 
Female 
headed 
Poor 66.7 31.6 55.0 50.0 NA 0.0 44.3 
Good 33.3 65.8 40.0 30.0 NA 0.0 47.7 
Very good 0.0 2.6 5.0 20.0 NA 100.0 8.0 
Total  Poor 47.8 42.6 70.2 39.8 33.3 0.0 50.0 
Good 52.2 44.6 18.2 44.3 46.7 33.3 36.9 
Very good 0.0 12.8 11.6 15.9 20.0 66.7 13.1 
 
Responses of households on the timeliness and relevance of extension services for small ruminant 
fattening is summarized in Table 79. Overall, about 50% rated the service as poor, 38% rated it good 
and 12% rated it as very good. The proportion of male-headed households who rated the timeliness 
of the service poor is higher by 20% compared to female-headed households. As in the other 
commodities, important differences were observed across regions. 
Regarding relevance of extension service for small ruminant fattening, overall, about 51% of those 
with extension contact rated the service as poor, 36% rated it as good and 14% rated it as very good. 






Table 79: Response of households on timeliness and relevance of extension services for small 
ruminant fattening (%) 
Timeliness 
  
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Male 
headed 
Poor 25.0 50.5 73.5 42.6 28.0 50.0 54.1 
Good 75.0 34.2 18.8 38.9 56.0 0.0 33.4 
Very 
good 
0.0 15.3 7.7 18.5 16.0 50.0 12.5 
Female 
headed 
Poor 10.0 26.5 61.5 30.8 0.0 0.0 34.1 
Good 90.0 67.6 30.8 38.5 100.0 66.7 55.7 
Very 
good 
0.0 5.9 7.7 30.8 0.0 33.3 10.2 
Total  Poor 20.0 44.8 71.3 40.3 25.9 20.0 49.9 
Good 80.0 42.1 21.0 38.8 59.3 40.0 38.1 
Very 
good 
0.0 13.1 7.7 20.9 14.8 40.0 12.0 
Relevance  
  
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Male 
headed 
Poor 33.3 44.1 73.9 40.7 33.3 0.0 52.8 
Good 66.7 38.7 17.4 40.7 50.0 50.0 33.3 
Very 
good 
0.0 17.1 8.7 18.5 16.7 50.0 13.8 
Female 
headed 
Poor 20.0 32.4 61.5 38.5 50.0 66.7 43.4 
Good 80.0 58.8 30.8 30.8 50.0 0.0 44.6 
Very 
good 
0.0 8.8 7.7 30.8 0.0 33.3 12.0 
Total  Poor 29.4 41.4 71.6 40.3 34.6 40.0 50.9 
Good 70.6 43.4 19.9 38.8 50.0 20.0 35.7 
Very 
good 
0.0 15.2 8.5 20.9 15.4 40.0 13.5 
 
Table 80 presents results on the timeliness and relevance of extension services for egg production. 
Overall, about 43% rated the timeliness of the service as poor, 44% as good and 13% as very good. 
Slightly lower female-headed households rated the service as poor, with higher proportion of 
female-headed households rating the service good.  
Regarding relevance of extension service for egg production, overall, about 40% rated the service 
poor, 45% rated it good and 16% very good. The difference between female- and male-headed 








Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Male 
headed 
Poor 9.4 43.9 68.5 33.3 43.3 33.3 44.2 
Good 83.0 42.4 25.0 40.6 43.3 50.0 42.2 
Very 
good 
7.5 13.6 6.5 26.0 13.3 16.7 13.6 
Female 
headed 
Poor 9.5 45.1 55.2 25.0 0.0 NA 36.9 
Good 81.0 47.1 41.4 46.4 0.0 NA 50.8 
Very 
good 
9.5 7.8 3.4 28.6 100.0 NA 12.3 
Total  Poor 9.5 44.3 66.0 31.5 41.9 33.3 42.6 
Good 82.4 43.7 28.1 41.9 41.9 50.0 44.1 
Very 
good 
8.1 12.0 5.9 26.6 16.1 16.7 13.3 
Relevance 
  
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Male 
headed 
Poor 8.3 37.9 70.5 32.3 27.6 33.3 41.8 
Good 83.3 45.5 22.1 39.6 58.6 50.0 42.7 
Very 
good 
8.3 16.7 7.4 28.1 13.8 16.7 15.5 
Female 
headed 
Poor 21.1 29.4 60.7 21.4 0.0 NA 33.1 
Good 63.2 58.8 32.1 46.4 0.0 NA 50.4 
Very 
good 
15.8 11.8 7.1 32.1 100.0 NA 16.5 
Total  Poor 11.9 35.5 68.7 29.8 26.7 33.3 39.8 
Good 77.6 49.2 24.0 41.1 56.7 50.0 44.5 
Very 
good 
10.4 15.3 7.3 29.0 16.7 16.7 15.7 
 
Table 81 presents results on the timeliness and relevance of extension services for fish production. 
Overall, about 85% rated the timeliness as poor, 11% rated it good and 5% very good. The responses 
of male- and female-headed households were similar. The same picture holds for the relevance of 
the service. These results indicate the urgent need to improve extension services for fish in the fish 














Poor 63.6 61.5 95.7 71.4 0.0 83.3 85.0 
Good 36.4 30.8 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.3 
Very good 0.0 7.7 1.4 28.6 100.0 16.7 5.6 
Female 
headed 
Poor 100.0 100.0 90.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 81.3 
Good 0.0 0.0 10.0 50.0 0.0 100.0 18.8 
Very good 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total  Poor 66.7 66.7 94.9 66.7 0.0 71.4 84.6 
Good 33.3 26.7 3.8 11.1 0.0 14.3 10.6 
Very good 0.0 6.7 1.3 22.2 100.0 14.3 4.9 
Relevance 
  





Poor 63.6 61.5 95.7 71.4 0.0 83.3 85.0 
Good 36.4 30.8 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.3 
Very good 0.0 7.7 1.4 28.6 100.0 16.7 5.6 
Female 
headed 
Poor 100.0 100.0 90.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 81.3 
Good 0.0 0.0 10.0 50.0 0.0 100.0 18.8 
Very good 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total  Poor 66.7 66.7 94.9 66.7 0.0 71.4 84.6 
Good 33.3 26.7 3.8 11.1 0.0 14.3 10.6 
Very good 0.0 6.7 1.3 22.2 100.0 14.3 4.9 
 
Perception of respondents on the timeliness and relevance of extension services for fodder 
production is summarized in Table 82. Overall, about 46% rated the timeliness as poor, 39% rated it 
good and 15% very good. Higher proportion of male-headed households rated the timelines as poor, 
while a higher proportion of female-headed households rated the timeliness as good. Regarding 
relevance, overall, about 44% rated the service poor, 41% rated it good and 16% very good. As with 
timeliness, higher proportion of male-headed households rated the relevance of the service poor, 














Poor 20.6 41.5 78.4 37.5 12.5 0.0 48.0 
Good 73.5 36.4 16.5 39.8 50.0 0.0 35.5 
Very 
good 
5.9 22.0 5.2 22.7 37.5 100.0 16.5 
Female 
headed 
Poor 14.3 52.8 56.0 19.0 0.0 NA 39.8 
Good 85.7 44.4 44.0 52.4 0.0 NA 51.0 
Very 
good 
0.0 2.8 0.0 28.6 100.0 NA 9.2 
Total  Poor 18.8 44.2 73.8 33.9 10.0 0.0 46.2 
Good 77.1 38.3 22.1 42.2 40.0 0.0 39.0 
Very 
good 
4.2 17.5 4.1 23.9 50.0 100.0 14.9 
Relevance  
  





Poor 30.8 29.7 80.2 35.2 12.5 0.0 45.1 
Good 61.5 47.5 18.8 40.9 50.0 0.0 38.6 
Very 
good 
7.7 22.9 1.0 23.9 37.5 100.0 16.3 
Female 
headed 
Poor 25.0 41.7 60.0 14.3 0.0 NA 38.0 
Good 75.0 55.6 28.0 52.4 0.0 NA 47.8 
Very 
good 
0.0 2.8 12.0 33.3 100.0 NA 14.1 
Total  Poor 29.4 32.5 76.0 31.2 10.0 0.0 43.6 
Good 64.7 49.4 20.7 43.1 40.0 0.0 40.6 
Very 
good 






9 Livestock health and services 
9.1 Services and service providers 
Access to animal health service providers in the six surveyed regions is listed in Table 83. Livestock 
extension agents are the most accessible service providers in all six regions. Service providers 
delivering actual health services such as CAHWs, veterinary drug stores and public veterinary service 
providers are not accessed by most of the livestock keepers. Worthwhile noticing is that private 
service providers are among the least accessed.  
The main animal health service provided was vaccination, reported by most of the respondents 
across the six regions. Vaccination is mainly provided by CAHWs, public veterinarians and livestock 
extension agents (Table 84). Modern veterinary treatment is provided mainly by the private sector, 
including veterinary drug stores. It is important to note that drug stores are not supposed to provide 
treatment services. Herd health, disease information and training services are worryingly not 
available for most of the livestock keepers.  
Overall, across the six regions, 66.5% of the respondents reported the availability of vaccination 
services, the highest availability being in Amhara and Tigray and the least in Gambela (Table 84). 
Various reasons were given for the unavailability, the major reason for Gambela respondents being 
vaccine shortage and unavailability of both vaccine sellers and vaccinators (Table 85). While cattle 
vaccination coverage is relatively better, with 32 to 80% of households getting their cattle 
vaccinated, the coverage of sheep and goat vaccination is very low (Table 85). The available 
vaccination services (vaccines for different diseases) and per cent of livestock keepers using cattle, 
goat and sheep vaccination services in the six regions are presented in Figure 2.  
Table 83: Households that have access to animal health service providers (%) 
 
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
CAHWs/health 
assistants 
52.5 24.5 7.3 1.9 37.8 8.3 16.5 
Livestock extension 
agents  
74.2 75.8 39.2 72.6 57.8 35.0 59.0 
Local/traditional 
healers 





11.7 38.2 16.1 19.3 14.4 1.7 21.0 
Private 
veterinarians 
6.7 17.3 20.3 6.3 2.2 1.7 13.5 
Official (public) 
veterinarians 
15.8 60.0 36.1 31.1 43.3 33.3 39.5 






Table 84: Households that reported availability of livestock health services from different service 
providers in the six regions (%) 




Public vet NGOs 
Vaccination 79.1 62.2 4.9 28.3 22.3 67.8 - 
Traditional treatment 0.5 1.6 70.7 0.4 2.7 0.4 - 
Modern treatment 10.2 12.9 4.9 41.0 51.4 24.5 - 
Deworming - 0.1 8.5 8.6 10.8 0.6 - 
Spraying/dipping  3.3 0.5 - 5.3 2.7 0.6 - 
Artificial insemination - 0.4 - - 0.7 0.2 - 
Outbreak 
investigation 
0.5 0.5 - 1.2 0.7 0.2 - 
Herd health  0.9 11.0 - 2.5 4.1 1.9 - 
Training 1.4 3.1 - - - 1.1 100 
Information 4.2 6.2 4.9 4.5 4.1 2.6 - 
 
Table 85: Households that reported availability and use of vaccination services in the six regions (%)  
  
  
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNP Benishangu
l 
Gambela Total 
Vaccine is not available 80.8 89.1 60.4 55.2 54.4 31.7 66.5 
Reasons for unavailability        
Expensive - - 2.0 12.0 - - 4.1 




1.5 - - 0.6 
Sellers not always available 72.2 53.5 57.9 42.9 43.3 43.5 52.7 
Do not know the benefit 11.1 1.4 2.0 3.0 16.7 8.7 4.1 
Shortage of vaccines 16.7 38.0 35.0 39.8 36.7 43.5 35.9 
Other - 5.6 3.0 0.8 3.3 4.3 2.7 
Vaccines/vaccinators are 
available 
66.7 75.8 47.5 31.5 37.8 18.3 51.0 
Households vaccinating cattle 80.0 84.8 74.6 81.1 35.6 31.7 74.4 
Households vaccinating goat 24.2 9.1 7.9 8.5 46.7 8.3 12.4 






















































































9.2 Frequency of use and cost of services 
Figure 3 summarises the number of times per year the different service providers are used. The 
average number of times a household consulted health providers in the 2010 Ethiopian calendar 
(E.C.) was 2.3 times. The most frequently consulted service providers were livestock extension 
agents and veterinary drug stores. Livestock keepers in SNNPR visited service providers more 
frequently than other regions.   
The average amount spent per visit per household (calculated by dividing the amount spent in 2010 
E.C. by the number of times the services were used) was highest for Tigray (ETB 69.6) and lowest for 
SNNPR (ETB 20.31) (Figure 4). Although the services provided might not be comparable across 
service providers, the highest paid was for private veterinarians (ETB 109.4) and veterinary drug 
stores (ETB 55.7).  
 
 
Figure 3. Average number of times the different services were used by a household in 2010 E.C. in 
the six regions. 
 
 
Figure 4. Average expenses (ETB) per household with access to services in 2010 E.C. in six the regions 














































9.3 Satisfaction with services 
Public and private veterinary services and services provided by NGOs, received the highest average 
satisfaction scores, which was calculated as the average of respondents scoring five and above out of 
10 averaged over the four criteria of availability, accessibility, affordability, quality and timeliness of 
the services (Table 86). About 40% of the respondents scored five and above for the public 
veterinarians and NGOs, whereas only 22% scored five and above for extension agents, which 
provided the least service. 
 
Table 86: Satisfaction scores of livestock keepers on livestock health services provided to them (%) 







Availability 14.2 46.1 37.9 
Accessibility 20.8 52.4 26.0 
Affordability 17.3 46.8 33.8 
Quality 17.8 49.8 31.2 
Timeliness 19.6 50.9 27.4 
Livestock extension agents  
Availability 22.8 37.4 37.9 
Accessibility 26.8 41.3 29.8 
Affordability 17.3 36.9 40.1 
Quality 18.3 38.5 39.8 
Timeliness 24.7 43.3 26.8 
Local/traditional healers 
Availability 37.0 37.0 23.2 
Accessibility 41.7 37.1 17.5 
Affordability 26.0 30.5 25.9 
Quality 27.8 29.6 22.3 
Timeliness 28.4 35.8 21.1 
Veterinary drug stores 
Availability 18.5 33.0 45.8 
Accessibility 25.7 30.9 40.3 
Affordability 20.1 37.2 35.9 
Quality 15.9 35.8 43.4 
Timeliness 25.7 32.7 37.2 
Private veterinarians 
Availability 13.4 37.1 44.6 
Accessibility 18.7 40.2 38.5 
Affordability 25.2 42.3 22.4 
Quality 14.9 30.0 52.3 
Timeliness 14.0 39.6 39.5 
Public veterinarians 
Availability 16.5 42.9 38.5 
Accessibility 21.2 44.9 32.1 










Quality 12.1 40.6 45.2 
Timeliness 21.1 43.4 32.7 
NGO/project health service providers 
Availability 0.0 33.3 66.6 
Accessibility 0.0 66.7 33.3 
Affordability 0.0 0.0 99.9 
Quality 0.0 66.7 33.3 
Timeliness 0.0 66.7 33.3 
 
9.4 Common livestock diseases 
Cattle diseases 
Priority diseases 
Disease priorities were determined based on the frequency of respondents who reported to be 
affected by certain diseases. It must be noted that diseases reported here reflect the perceptions of 
respondents and in, most cases, have not been diagnosed properly. Diseases reported by 
respondents were grouped into five categories or disease complexes—respiratory, skin, gastro-
intestinal, external parasites, and systemic diseases. This helped to minimize bias due to 
misclassification, especially misdiagnosis of diseases.  
Overall, across regions, systemic diseases, respiratory diseases, and external parasites were the top 
ranked (Table 87). The top diseases across regions from the three important disease categories were 
black leg (systemic diseases), contagious bovine pleuropneumonia (CBPP) (respiratory diseases) and 
ticks (external parasites).   
Regional importance of diseases varied slightly. Skin diseases were more important than external 
parasites in Oromia and Gambela. However, symptoms of skin diseases and effects of external 
parasites could be similar and classified differently by the respondents in the region. In Benishangul 
and Tigray, gastro-intestinal diseases were more important than external parasites.  
Table 87: Priority cattle disease categories based on the frequency of households who reported the 
diseases (%) 
Disease categories Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Number of 
respondents 
46 217 294 172 27 28 
Respiratory  10 61 122 77 10 25 51 
Neurological 3 14 4 3 1 5 5 
Skin diseases 7 57 57 33 3 17 29 
Gastro-intestinal 11 44 53 17 5 1 22 
External parasites 8 90 55 65 1 0 37 




The top respiratory disease named was CBPP, reported by 36.2% of the respondents (among those 
who were affected by one or more of the diseases) and Pasteurellosis (30.7%). The other respiratory 
diseases were unspecified coughing and pneumonia, that were reported by 19.2% and 8.8% of 
respondents, respectively (Figure 5). There was some variation across the regions with Pasteurellosis 
being more important than CBPP in Tigray, Oromia, SNNPR and Benishangul. Among the systemic 
diseases (Figure 6), black leg, trypanosomiasis and anthrax were the top diseases and were reported 
by 38.6%, 24.5% and 17.6% of the respondents, respectively. The priority is similar across regions, 
except trypanosomiasis is by far the most important disease in Benishangul. Tick infestation is the 
most important external parasite in all regions, except Gambela (Figure 7). 
 
Figure 5. Households that reported respiratory diseases (among those affected by one or more of 
the diseases) (%) 
 
 
































Figure 7. Households that reported external parasites (%) 
 
Proportion of cattle per herd affected 
Overall across regions, 60.2% of the respondents reported that 0–15% of their cattle were affected 
by respiratory diseases, 88.0 by neurological diseases, 75.5% by skin diseases, 79.7% by gastro-
intestinal diseases, 71.4% by external parasites and 67.4% by systemic diseases (Table 88). However, 
the proportions of cattle affected could be as high as 76–99%, as reported by 4.5% to 60% of the 
households in the different regions. The proportion of cattle herds affected by the top three 
diseases (Pasteurellosis, black leg and tick infestation) as a percentage of respondents is shown in 









Tigray Amhara Oromia S.N.N.P.R Benshangul Gambella
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Table 88: Households that reported the proportions of their herd affected by disease categories (%) 
Respiratory Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangu
l 
Gambela 
0–15% of herd 66.7 48.7 76.9 57.6 51.1 - 
16–50% of herd - 37.1 40.9 25.8 33.3% - 
51–75% of herd 41.7 12.5 6.1 17.0 60.0 - 
76–99% of herd - - 4.5 4.8 60.0 - 
100.0% of herd 50.0 9.6 6.1 5.6 33.3 - 
Neurological 
0–15% of herd 66.7 61.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
16–50% of herd - 65.4 - - - - 
51–75% of herd - - - - - - 
76–99% of herd - - - - - - 
100.0% of herd 33.3 7.7 - - - - 
Skin diseases 
0–15% of herd 70.0 63.6 81.9 55.2 100.0 82.1 
16–50% of herd 20.0 25.4 29.4 40.5 - 53.8 
51–75% of herd - 13.0 25.0 - 100.0 - 
76–99% of herd - - - 50.0 - - 
100.0% of herd 40.0 20.0 - 3.4 - - 
Gastro-intestinal 
0–15% of herd 80.0 64.4 94.2 60.0 - 100.0 
16–50% of herd 50.0 35.5 4.8 67.8 100.0 - 
51–75% of herd - 40.2 4.8 33.3 - - 
76–99% of herd - - - - 33.3 - 
100.0% of herd - 15.4 25.0 20.0 66.7 - 
External parasites 
0–15% of herd 66.7 54.6 87.3 48.3 100.0 - 
16–50% of herd 88.9 25.3 13.7 21.7 - - 
51–75% of herd - 27.0 3.9 54.4 - - 
76–99% of herd - 8.4 3.9 8.3 - - 
100.0% of herd - 33.4 29.4 10.0 - - 
Systemic diseases 
0–15% of herd 90.0 61.3 90.3 59.0 53.6 50.0 
16–50% of herd 75.0 39.6 13.9 25.8 7.1 25.0 
51–75% of herd - 8.2 2.2 15.1 14.3 62.5 
76–99% of herd - 11.4 - 6.5 35.7 - 
100.0% of herd - 22.2 14.3 58.3 46.4 - 
Others   
0–15% of herd 100.0 - 90.5 75.0 100.0 - 
16–50% of herd - - 18.2 50.0 - - 
51–75% of herd - - - 100.0 - - 
76–99% of herd - - - - - - 





Figure 8. Livestock keepers who reported the proportion of their herds affected by the three most 
important diseases 
Mortality due to diseases 
The average cattle herd mortality rate due to diseases during the survey period was 7.5%. The 
highest and lowest mortality rates were in Benishangul (17.0%) and Amhara (3.0%). In order of 
importance, the most important killer disease categories across regions were gastro-intestinal, 
respiratory and systemic diseases (Table 89). However, the mortality rate due to gastro-intestinal 
diseases was inflated due to the extremely high mortality rate in Benishangul. The mortality rates 
due to the five top killer diseases are presented in Figure 9.  
Table 89: Mortality rates per flock attributed to different disease categories  
 Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela 
Respiratory 0.0 1.1 13.6 5.7 36.4 11.6 
Neurological 8.1 13.7 7.8 7.2 0.0 0.8 
Skin  0.0 0.8 7.2 0.5 0.0 4.4 
Gastro-intestinal 4.9 1.1 3.6 3.3 77.5 0.0 
External parasites 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.7 0.0  
Systemic diseases 17.0 4.0 6.5 7.9 4.8 19.2 




























































































Proportion of herd affected










Overall, across regions, gastro-intestinal (mainly parasites), respiratory and systemic diseases were 
priority disease categories in order of importance (Table 90). Regional importance of diseases varied 
slightly (Table 89). The top respiratory and gastro-intestinal diseases and proportions of households 
that reported them are shown in Figure 10 and Figure 11.  
Some of the disease syndromes mentioned by respondents (known by their local names like Koyoo 
in Figure 10) could not be assigned to any specific disease name. Based on their meaning and 
description of clinical signs provided by respondents, Koyoo was classified under respiratory 
diseases. Similarly, Allabati and abdominal fluid (Figure 11) were classified under gastro-intestinal 
diseases.  
Table 90: Priority disease categories reported by households  
Disease categories Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela 
Number of respondents 24 129 101 53 6 7 
Respiratory diseases 6 37 19 18 1 2 
Neurological diseases 5 18 18 10 2 2 
Skin diseases 3 12 6 5 0 0 
Gastro-intestinal 
diseases 
7 63 66 14 2 1 
External parasites 1 11 9 4 1 0 

























Figure 10. Specific respiratory diseases reported by households (%)  
 
Figure 11. Specific gastro-intestinal diseases reported by households (%)  
 
Proportion of animals per flock affected 
Across regions, 75.4% of respondents reported at least 0–15% of their sheep were affected by 
respiratory diseases, 80.5% by neurological diseases, 61.7% by skin diseases, 78.0% by gastro-
intestinal diseases, 64.8% by external parasites and 63.8% by systemic diseases (Table 91). However, 
the proportions of sheep affected could be as high as 76–99%, as reported by 7.0–67.0% of the 
households in the different regions. The percentages of respondents reporting different proportions 
of their sheep affected by the top three respiratory and gastro-intestinal diseases are shown in 
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Table 91: Proportion of sheep affected by the disease categories as reported by households (%)  
Disease category and  
Proportion of herd affected 




0–15% of herd  75 47 91 64 - 100 
16–50% of herd 100 30 20 19 100 - 
51–75% of herd - 25 - 61 - - 
76–99% of herd 50 15 14 17 - - 
100% of herd - 9 2 33 - - 
Neurological 
0–15% of herd  - 65 90 67 100 - 
16–50% of herd 100 29 30 100 - - 
51–75% of herd - - - - - 100 
76–99% of herd - - - 33 - - 
100% of herd - 53 - 100 - 100 
Skin diseases 
0–15% of herd  33 70 82 - - - 
16–50% of herd 33 36 47 - - - 
51–75% of herd - 32 - 100 - - 
76–99% of herd 33 7 7 - - - 
100% of herd - 14 - - - - 
Gastro-intestinal 
0–15% of herd  89 61 67 51 100 100 
16–50% of herd 100 17 33 24 - - 
51–75% of herd - 47 33 14 - - 
76–99% of herd 67 21 33 50 - - 
100% of herd - 17 100 17 100 - 
External parasites 
0–15% of herd  - 76 72 56 - 55 
16–50% of herd - 63 42 44 - 30 
51–75% of herd - 13 - - - 9 
76–99% of herd - - - - - - 
100% of herd - 9 - 100 - 6 
Systemic diseases 
0–15% of herd  75 62 85 33 - - 
16–50% of herd 75 54 47 25 - - 
51–75% of herd - 25 - 100 100 100 
76–99% of herd 50 - - 33 - - 








Figure 12. Respondents estimates of the proportion of their flocks affected by the most frequently 
reported respiratory disease (mostly described as coughing) and gastro-intestinal diseases  
Mortality due to diseases 
The average mortality rate across regions was 12.95% (Table 92). The highest and lowest mortality 
rates were in Benishangul and Gambela with rates of 33.45% and 3.07%, respectively. The major 
diseases causing high mortality rates were external parasites, gastro-intestinal diseases and 
neurological diseases with mortality rates of 27.4, 22.7 and 11.5%, respectively. However, there 
were some variations across regions in the fatality of diseases. For instance, respiratory diseases 
were the major causes of death in SNNPR. The top killer diseases from the three most important 
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Table 92: Mortality per household due to diseases  






Tigray 4.7 0.0 10.1 9.5 6.5 0.0 
Amhara 11.5 4.3 3.1 13.2 18.7 7.1 
Oromia 12.2 19.6 7.3 31.4 7.2 6.4 
SNNPR 24.2 32.6 0.0 3.5 4.2 9.8 
Benishangul 0.0 0.0 0.0 76.5 124.2 0.0 
Gambela 0.0 12.7 0.0 2.1 3.6 0.0 
 
 




The three most important goat disease categories were gastro-intestinal diseases (26.8%), 
respiratory diseases (26.5%) and skin diseases (15.6%). In Tigray and SNNPR, systemic diseases were 
also important (Table 93). The top priority respiratory, skin and gastro-intestinal diseases and the 
proportions of respondents who reported g the disease are shown in Figure 14.  
Table 93: Priority goat disease categories based on the percentage of households that reported the 
diseases  
 






Tigray 11.1 7.4 11.1 33.3 3.7 22.2 
Amhara 35.3 2.9 5.9 32.4 14.7 5.9 
Oromia 43.8 1.1 24.7 7.9 9.0 4.5 
SNNPR 40.0 0.0 4.0 12.0 20.0 20.0 
Benishangul 20.6 10.3 14.7 38.2 0.0 14.7 













Top 7 killer diseases







Figure 14. Importance of diseases based on the percentage of households that reported the three 
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Proportion of goats affected per flock 
Across regions, 68.4% of respondents reported that at least 0–15% of their sheep were affected by 
respiratory diseases, 83.2% by neurological diseases, 76.7% by skin diseases, 63.6% by gastro-
intestinal, 82.5% by external parasites and 80.8 by systemic diseases (Table 94). However, the 
proportion of goats affected could be as high as 76–99%. Households that reported such high rates 
were 25.0% for respiratory, 25.0% for gastro-intestinal, 100.0% for external parasitic and 83.3% for 
systemic diseases.  
Table 94: Households that reported proportion of their flocks affected by the different disease 
categories (%) 
Disease category and 
proportion of herd affected 




Respiratory       
0–15% of herd 100.0 58.3 89.4 41.7 20.8 100.0 
16–50% of herd 100.0 45.8 67.3 66.7 68.8 - 
51–75% of herd - 47.2 7.7 33.3 20.8 - 
76–99% of herd - - - 33.3 16.7 - 
All affected  - - - 16.7 25.0 - 
Neurological       
Disease category and 
proportion of herd affected 




0–15% of herd 100.0 100.0 87.5 - 78.6 50.0 
16–50% of herd 100.0 - 25.0 - 14.3 - 
51–75% of herd - - - - 28.6 50.0 
76–99% of herd - - - - - - 
All affected - - - - - - 
Skin diseases       
0–15% of herd 66.7 100.0 77.8 - 88.9 50.0 
16–50% of herd - - 44.4 100.0 100.0 25.0 
51–75% of herd 33.3 - - - 11.1 25.0 
76–99% of herd - - - - - - 
All affected - - - - - - 
Gastro-intestinal       
0–15% of herd 50.0 100.0 50.0 75.0 42.9 - 
16–50% of herd 37.5 75.0 75.0 50.0 23.8 33.3 
51–75% of herd - 100.0 25.0 - 52.4 33.3 
76–99% of herd 25.0 25.0 - - - - 
All affected  - 25.0 25.0 - 66.7 66.7 
External parasites       
0–15% of herd 100.0 80.0 100.0 50.0 - - 
16–50% of herd - 20.0 - 100.0 - - 
51–75% of herd - - - - - - 
76–99% of herd - - 100.0 - - - 





Disease category and 
proportion of herd affected 




Systemic diseases       
0–15% of herd 87.5 100.0 100.0 66.7 50.0 - 
16–50% of herd 50.0 100.0 - 100.0 62.5 - 
51–75% of herd - - - 100.0 25.0 - 
76–99% of herd - - 100.0 - 50.0 100.0 
All affected - - - 33.3 12.5 - 
 
Mortality due to diseases 
The average mortality rate across regions was 10.4% with the highest mortality rate in Benishangul 
(26.1%) and the lowest in Gambela (2.2%), SNNPR (2.9%) and Amhara (3.9%). The major diseases 
causing high mortality rates were gastro-intestinal, systemic and respiratory diseases (Table 95). 
However, there were some variations across regions in the fatality of diseases. For instance, 
neurological diseases in Oromia and skin diseases in Benishangul were the major causes of death. 
The top killer diseases were contagious caprine pleuropneumonia (CCPP), Pasteruellosis, unspecified 
pneumonia, liver fluke, diarrhoea, black leg and PPR). The importance of these diseases across the 
regions are shown in Figure 15.   
 
Table 95: Mortality rates per flock attributed to different disease categories (%)  






Tigray 7.4 11.1 0.0 13.8 0.0 27.7 
Amhara 20.4 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 
Oromia 26.7 15.9 11.1 28.6 3.8 15.3 
SNNPR 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.7 
Benishangul 26.0 13.8 40.1 40.5 8.1 28.4 
Gambela 0.0 0.0 0.9 12.4 0.0 0.0 
 
 

























The major poultry disease identified were Newcastle disease reported by 45.7% of the respondents 
(Table 96). Other diseases reported by less than 10% of the respondents were Gumboro and Avian 
influenza. 
Table 96: Major poultry diseases reported in the six regions  
  Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Poultry keeping in the 
households (%) 
65.8 73.6 53.5 64.8 74.4 46.7 62.9 
1st important disease        
Newcastle disease 29.1 48.6 48.6 47.4 47.8 25.0 45.7 
Gumboro 8.9 3.3 2.3 8.6 25.4 28.6 7.2 
Avian influenza 3.8 10.3 5.4 8.6 6.0 
 
7.2 
Internal parasites 10.1 .8 3.5 1.7 11.9 25.0 4.4 
External parasites 3.8 7.8 4.7 8.0 1.5 
 
5.8 
Others 2.5 0.4 0.4 2.9 
  
1.1 
2nd important disease        
Newcastle disease 1.7 5.3 3.7 14.5 22.7 5.1 
Gumboro 
 







3.2 9.1 1.6 
Internal parasites 4.3 1.1 8.3 4.4 16.1 
 
5.6 








Households with NCD 
outbreak 






10  SWIFT indicators  
In this chapter, we present results of selected indicators that can be used in the SWIFT study. Results 
between intervention and control households are not reported because they were similar for most 
of the indicators. Table 97 presents results of house roofing material used by surveyed households. 
Most households (about 74%) used corrugated metal roof, followed by thatched roof (about 23%). 
Use of other roofing materials is very low. Thatched roof is most prevalent in Benishangul and 
Gambela accounting for about 72% and 75% of households, respectively. Use of thatched roof seems 
to be lowest in Amhara and Tigray. 
Table 97: House roofing material used by households (%) 
 
Thatched roof Corrugated 
metal roof 
Mud/sand/stone Plastic sheeting Other 
Tigray 5.0 69.2 25.8 0.0 0.0 
Amhara 3.9 96.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Oromia 20.0 80.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
SNNPR 33.0 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.4 
Benishangul 72.2 27.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 75.0 20.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Total 23.3 74.1 2.3 0.2 0.1 
 
Table 98 presents the proportion of households by type of roofing material, disaggregated by sex of 
household head. Results are similar between male- and female-headed households. For example, 
the proportion of male-headed households who used corrugated iron sheet was about 74%, and that 
of female-headed households was about 76%.  
Table 98: House roofing used by households, disaggregated by sex of household head (%) 
 
















Tigray 4.8 67.9 27.4 0.0 0.0 5.6 72.2 22.2 0.0 0.0 
Amhara 3.2 96.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.5 94.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Oromia 18.8 81.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.6 77.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
SNNP 32.4 67.2 0.0 0.0 0.5 34.8 65.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Benishangu
l 
68.8 31.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 75.0 22.9 0.0 2.1 0.0 75.0 8.3 0.0 16.7 0.0 
Total 23.8 73.6 2.4 0.1 0.1 21.9 75.5 2.1 0.5 0.0 
 
Table 99 presents results of household use of floor materials. About 61% of households used earth 
as flooring material, followed by cow dung, which was used by about 27%. Concrete, stone or 
cement were used by about 11%. Interestingly, about 27% of households in SNNPR reported using 





Table 99:  Flooring materials used by households (%) 
 
Total 
Earth Cow dung Concrete/stone/
cement 
Tile/bricks Other 
Tigray 78.3 3.3 18.3 0.0 0.0 
Amhara 54.2 37.6 7.6 0.3 0.3 
Oromia 58.5 35.0 6.5 0.0 0.0 
SNNPR 54.4 17.4 26.7 0.4 1.1 
Benishangul 85.6 14.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 85.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 61.4 27.0 11.1 0.1 0.3 
 
Results of household use of flooring materials, disaggregated by sex of household head are given in 
Table 100. Results show very similar trend in the use of flooring materials between male- and 
female-headed households. For example, proportion who used earth as flooring material for male 
and female households were 61% and 63%, respectively.   
 
 
Table 100: Flooring materials used by male- and female-headed households (%) 
 
















Tigray 81.0 2.4 16.7 0.0 0.0 72.2 5.6 22.2 0.0 0.0 
Amhara 51.6 40.3 7.2 0.5 0.5 59.6 32.1 8.3 0.0 0.0 
Oromia 57.5 35.4 7.1 0.0 0.0 60.6 34.2 5.2 0.0 0.0 
SNNPR 53.4 17.2 28.4 0.5 0.5 57.6 18.2 21.2 0.0 3.0 
Benishangul 86.3 13.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 83.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 91.7 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 61.0 27.0 11.5 0.2 0.2 62.4 27.1 10.1 0.0 0.5 
 
The most prevalent wall material used by households was wood and mud (about 83% of 
households), followed by stone and mud, and wood and thatch (Table 101). Use of other wood 




























Tigray 13.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 70.0 15.0 0.8 0.8 0.0 
Amhara 86.1 8.5 0.0 0.0 4.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Oromia 91.0 2.5 0.4 0.0 0.4 1.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 
SNNPR 87.4 8.9 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.4 1.5 0.0 0.4 
Benishangul 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 93.3 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Total 82.9 4.7 0.7 0.0 7.4 2.1 0.6 0.1 0.1 
*Others include blocks that were not plastered, steel, cargo containers, polished wood, chip wood, corrugated 
iron sheet and bamboo. 
 
Table 102 presents results of the types of kitchen used by households. The most prevalent kitchen 
type used by households was a room with a traditional kitchen outside of the house (about 76% of 
households), followed by room with traditional kitchen inside the housing unit (about 17% of 
households). Use of other types of kitchens is very low.  
Table 102: Types of kitchen used by households (%) 
 Total 























Tigray 3.3 85.8 0.8 2.5 7.5 0.0 
Amhara 15.2 81.2 0.0 0.9 2.7 0.0 
Oromia 17.5 73.5 1.7 6.5 0.8 0.0 
SNNPR 30.4 65.6 0.0 3.0 1.1 0.0 
Benishangu
l 
1.1 96.7 0.0 1.1 0.0 1.1 
Gambela 6.7 61.7 10.0 0.0 21.7 0.0 
Total 16.7 75.9 1.1 3.4 2.8 0.1 
 
Use of kitchen type, disaggregated by sex of household head is given in Table 103. The survey found 
that use traditional kitchen inside the house is more prevalent among female-headed households 
(about 23%) than male-headed households (14%). Similarly, use of traditional kitchen outside the 
housing unit is less prevalent in female-headed households (68%) than male-headed households 





Table 103: Type of kitchen used by male and female households (%)  
Male headed Female headed 

















































Tigray 2.4 91.7 1.2 1.2 3.6 0.0 5.6 72.2 0.0 5.6 16.7 0.0 
Amhara 12.2 85.1 0.0 0.9 1.8 0.0 21.1 73.4 0.0 0.9 4.6 0.0 
Oromia 15.4 76.0 0.6 7.4 0.6 0.0 21.9 68.4 3.9 4.5 1.3 0.0 
SNNPR 27.0 69.6 0.0 2.9 0.5 0.0 40.9 53.0 0.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 
Benishangul 0.0 97.5 0.0 1.3 0.0 1.3 10.0 90.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 6.3 60.4 10.4 0.0 22.9 0.0 8.3 66.7 8.3 0.0 16.7 0.0 
Total 14.2 79.1 0.8 3.5 2.2 0.1 22.7 68.0 1.8 3.1 4.4 0.0 
 
Regarding type of toilet used, overall, about 76% of households used pit latrine, followed by forest/fields/open space, which was used by about 18% of 
households (Table 104). Use of other type of latrines is very low. There are important differences in the type of toilet used across regions. In Gambela, pit 










Own pit latrines Flush toilet Other 
Tigray 37.5 2.5 55.8 4.2 0.0 
Amhara 13.6 9.7 75.5 1.2 0.0 
Oromia 20.8 1.0 75.2 2.9 0.0 
SNNPR 3.7 2.6 92.6 1.1 0.0 
Benishangul 3.3 2.2 94.4 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 60.0 10.0 26.7 1.7 1.7 
Total 17.7 4.1 76.1 2.0 0.1 
 
Results of type of toilet used, disaggregated by sex of household head is given in Table 105. The 
patterns of use of the type of toilet is similar between male- and female-headed households, except 
in Gambela, where there is some difference in the use of forests/field/open spaces and neighbour’s 
latrine.  
Table 105: Type of toilets used by male- and female-headed households (%) 
 
























Tigray 38.1 0.0 58.3 3.6 0.0 36.1 8.3 50.0 5.6 0.0 
Amhara 11.3 9.5 77.4 1.8 0.0 18.3 10.1 71.6 0.0 0.0 
Oromia 20.9 1.2 75.1 2.8 0.0 20.6 0.6 75.5 3.2 0.0 
SNNPR 2.9 2.5 93.6 1.0 0.0 6.1 3.0 89.4 1.5 0.0 
Benishangul 3.8 1.3 95.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 90.0 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 58.3 8.3 29.2 2.1 2.1 66.7 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 
Total 16.8 3.6 77.4 2.0 0.1 19.8 5.2 72.9 2.1 0.0 
 
Summary of the types of cooking ovens used by households is given in Table 106. About 65% of 
households used traditional removable ovens, followed by traditional non-removable ovens (22%). 
Only about 4% of households used improved energy saving ovens which are the product of rural 
technology centres. Electric ovens are used by only 1% of households. There are important 
differences in the type of ovens used across regions. In Tigray, for example, less than 1% used 
removable traditional ovens, while 48–94% used this type of oven in the other regions. Non-
removable traditional ovens are the most prevalent in Tigray. Improved energy saving ovens seem to 
be more popular in Amhara (used by about 19%), followed by Tigray and Oromia. No household 
reported using improved energy saving ovens in SNNPR and Gambela. It is interesting to note that 
about 4% of households in Benishangul and SNNPR, and about 45% in Gambela responded no use of 












Electric oven None 
Tigray 0.8 84.2 7.5 6.7 0.8 
Amhara 50.3 29.1 19.4 1.2 0.0 
Oromia 75.8 16.3 6.9 0.6 0.4 
SNNPR 94.4 1.5 0.0 0.0 4.1 
Benishangul 72.2 18.9 4.4 0.0 4.4 
Gambela 48.3 6.7 0.0 0.0 45.0 
Total 65.2 22.2 8.1 1.1 3.3 
 
Above 90% of households reported having no place in their dwelling or compound where they can 
wash their hands (Table 107). Only about 2% reported having hand washing places in their dwelling 
and 6% in their compound. The pattern between male- and female-headed households is similar, 
except in Benishangul, where having hand washing place in the house was not reported in female-
headed households while about 9% reported availability in male-headed households.  
Table 107: Place in dwelling or compound for handwashing (%) 
 














Tigray 8.3 3.6 88.1 2.8 2.8 94.4 6.7 3.3 90.0 
Amhara 3.2 11.8 85.1 2.8 7.3 89.9 3.0 10.3 86.7 
Oromia 0.0 5.8 94.2 0.0 1.3 98.7 0.0 4.4 95.6 
SNNPR 1.5 1.0 97.5 1.5 3.0 95.5 1.5 1.5 97.0 
Benishangul 8.8 21.3 70.0 0.0 30.0 70.0 7.8 22.2 70.0 
Gambela 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Total 2.5 7.0 90.5 1.3 4.1 94.6 2.1 6.1 91.7 
 
Households use of variety of waste disposal mechanisms is shown in Table 108. Overall, about 40% 
of households use wastes as fertilizer and 29% dispose waste in dug out places. About 22% reported 
that they threw away wastes. There are differences across regions in the method of waste disposal. 
For example, disposal in dug out places seems to be higher in Benishangul, Gambela and Tigray, 
while throwing away seems to be higher in Gambela and Oromia. Use of waste as fertilizer is more 
prevalent in SNNPR, Oromia and Amhara. Burning wastes was reported by a higher proportion of 
households in Amhara. The pattern in waste disposal methods was similar between male- and 



















Throw away Use as 
fertilizer 





Tigray 3.3 0.0 40.0 24.2 25.8 1.7 5.0 0.0 
Amhara 0.0 0.3 22.7 16.7 36.4 23.9 0.0 0.0 
Oromia 0.0 0.0 20.4 30.6 46.7 2.3 0.0 0.0 
SNNPR 0.0 0.0 22.2 12.6 57.4 7.4 0.0 0.4 
Benishangul 1.1 0.0 80.0 5.6 13.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 0.0 0.0 55.0 43.3 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 
Total 0.4 0.1 28.6 21.9 40.1 8.4 0.4 0.1 
 
Sources of drinking water during the dry season are given in Table 109. The most widely used 
sources of water for rural households are public standpipes reported by about 43% of households. 
The next important sources of drinking water are boreholes (17%), protected springs (10%), surface 
water (8%) and unprotected springs (8%). There are also differences across regions. For example, 
standpipe use is highest in SNNPR, followed by Oromia and Amhara. Use of boreholes is highest in 




Table 109: Main sources of drinking water in dry seasons (%) 























Tigray 4.2 5.8 29.2 30.8 13.3 0.8 2.5 2.5 0.8 10.0 0.0 
Amhara 1.5 8.2 47.0 14.8 5.5 0.6 10.0 10.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 
Oromia 1.3 9.2 45.2 1.9 7.5 2.5 10.4 10.0 0.0 11.0 1.0 
SNNPR 1.5 1.1 61.1 0.7 0.4 0.0 17.4 6.7 0.0 7.0 3.3 
Benishangul 0.0 0.0 0.0 82.2 1.1 0.0 1.1 1.1 0.0 14.4 0.0 
Gambela 1.7 0.0 3.3 93.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 
Total 1.6 6.0 42.5 16.8 5.3 1.1 9.9 7.6 0.1 7.8 1.0 
*Other includes rental/kiosk piped water, bottled water, cart with small tanks/drums, tanker trucks, etc. 
 
Sources of drinking water during the wet season are given in table 110. Contrary to expectations, there is little difference in the pattern of sources of 
drinking water between the dry and wet seasons, indicating that households resort to some permanent type of sources of drinking water throughout the 
year.  
Table 110: Sources of drinking water during the wet season (%)  
Total 
Water 
pipes in the 
dwelling 
Water 



















Tigray 4.2 5.8 29.2 28.3 17.5 1.7 1.7 4.2 1.7 5.8 0.0 
Amhara 1.2 8.2 46.7 13.9 5.2 0.6 10.9 10.3 0.0 3.0 0.0 
Oromia 1.5 8.8 45.0 1.7 8.3 2.7 10.0 9.8 1.3 10.6 0.4 
SNNPR 1.5 1.9 60.7 0.7 0.4 0.4 17.4 6.7 0.0 6.3 4.0 
Benishangul 0.0 0.0 0.0 80.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 18.9 0.0 
Gambela 1.7 0.0 3.3 93.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 
Total 1.6 6.0 42.3 16.1 5.9 1.3 9.9 7.8 0.6 7.6 0.9 




Table 111 presents the proportion of households who own one or more buildings other than their 
residence. Overall, about 10% reported owning additional buildings. The pattern was similar 
between male- and female-headed households. There seem to be some difference across regions. 
For example, about 33% of respondents in Gambela responded owning additional buildings, while 
the proportion in all other regions was 11% or below.   
Table 111: Ownership of buildings other than residence (%)  
 
Male headed Female headed Total 
Yes No Yes No Yes No 
Tigray 14.3 85.7 13.3 86.7 11.1 88.9 
Amhara 13.6 86.4 10.3 89.7 3.7 96.3 
Oromia 10.2 89.8 9.2 90.8 7.1 92.9 
SNNPR 14.7 85.3 13.0 87.0 7.6 92.4 
Benishangul 40.0 60.0 36.7 63.3 10.0 90.0 
Gambela 20.8 79.2 23.3 76.7 33.3 66.7 
Total 15.3 84.7 13.0 87.0 7.5 92.5 
 
The types of light energy sources used by households are presented in Table 112. About 30% of 
households reported using electric power, which shows progress in access to electric energy. 
Similarly, about 36% reported using solar energy, again showing the spread of solar energy 
infrastructure in rural areas. Solar energy seems to be more prevalent in Tigray, Amhara and Oromia, 































Candle/wax Firewood Other 
Tigray 30.0 15.8 0.0 50.8 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Amhara 26.4 8.8 0.0 40.9 1.2 15.2 0.0 3.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Oromia 15.2 15.6 0.0 39.4 0.0 6.5 0.6 3.3 0.4 19.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
SNNPR 8.1 15.9 0.0 23.3 0.0 1.1 0.0 4.4 1.9 45.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Benishangul 5.6 7.8 1.1 31.1 0.0 16.7 0.0 35.6 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Gambela 1.7 3.3 0.0 5.0 0.0 35.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 3.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 
Total 16.6 13.0 0.1 35.5 0.4 8.9 0.2 7.6 0.5 17.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 
 
The main sources of cooking fuel are given in Table 113. more than 87% of households depend on collected firewood as source of cooking fuel. Only about 
4% reported using purchased firewood as their main source of cooking fuel. Interestingly, use of dung as cooking fuel was reported only by about 4%. Dung 
can be used as important organic fertilizer to maintain soil fertility and improve soil structure. Comparison across regions shows that the use of charcoal is 
highest in Tigray than other regions. The pattern of sources of cooking fuel was similar between male- and female-headed households.  










Sawdust Kerosene Butane gas Electricity Solar energy Biogas None Other 
Tigray 53.3 5.8 20.0 0.8 10.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 
Amhara 78.8 7.9 0.0 3.3 8.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 
Oromia 93.3 2.7 0.0 0.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 
SNNPR 96.7 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Benishangul 94.4 0.0 2.2 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 
Gambela 98.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 




11  Minimum dietary diversity for women 
The minimum dietary diversity for women (MDD-W) is a population-level indicator of diet 
diversity validated for women aged 15–49 years old. The MDD-W is a dichotomous indicator 
based on 10 food groups and is considered the standard for measuring population-level dietary 
diversity in women of reproductive age. According to the MDD-W, women who have consumed 
at least 5 of the 10 possible food groups are considered as women who achieved minimum 
dietary diversity. 
The mean women’s dietary diversity score (WDDS) for the sample was 2.87 food groups as 
presented in Table 114 which is higher in Gambela (3.40) followed by Oromia (3.11) and Benishangul 
(3.09). The percentage of women of reproductive age (WRA) who achieved minimum dietary 
diversity was 12%. This group is more likely to have higher (more adequate) micronutrient intake 
than the 88% of women who did not meet the minimum dietary diversity. Overall, mean MDD-W 
was very low. MDD-W for Oromia was relatively high (17.3), followed by Benishangul (13.3 %) which 
is presented in Table 115. 
Table 114: Mean women’s dietary diversity score 
 
Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 2.13 2.42 2.28 
Amhara 2.49 2.73 2.58 
Oromia 3.04 3.23 3.11 
SNNPR 2.86 2.90 2.87 
Benishangul 2.93 3.40 3.09 
Gambela 3.40 3.40 3.40 
Total 2.80 2.98 2.87 
 
Table 115: Women who achieved minimum dietary diversity (%) 
  Intervention Control Total 
Tigray 3.3 5 4.2 
Amhara  7.1 6.7 7 
Oromia 15.7 20 17.3 
SNNPR 11.1 13.3 11.9 
Benishangul  11.7 16.7 13.3 
Gambela 6.7 16.7 11.7 
Total 11.1 13.5 12 
 
The highest milk intake was found in Oromia, with 53.2% reporting milk consumption, followed by 
SNNPR (47.2%) and Gambela (46.7). Meat fish and poultry were consumed in 56.7% of households in 
Gambela, which was attributed to high fish consumption especially in the intervention woreda of 
Abobbo (76.7%). Egg was consumed by 16.9% of the households in Oromia, which was a higher 




Table 116: Women of reproductive age that consumed animal-source foods (%) 
Animal source 
food types  
Intervention 
or control 
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNPR Benishangul Gambela Total 
Milk and milk 
products  
Intervention  5.5 16.1 48.9 42.1 16.1 0.0 31.6 
Control 11.8 13.8 60.4 57.3 6.7 93.3 41.7 
Total 8.5 15.3 53.2 47.2 12.8 46.7 35.5 
Meat, fish and 
poultry 
Intervention  1.7 5.7 4.7 2.2 21.7 76.7 8.0 
Control 5.0 6.7 6.1 0.0 46.7 36.7 9.2 
Total 3.3 6.1 5.2 1.5 30.0 56.7 8.4 
Eggs Intervention  0.0 7.8 16.0 
 
8.9 6.7 10.3 
Control 7.8 2.6 18.2 9.8 3.3 0.0 9.6 










COUNTRY: Ethiopia  
Livestock and Fisheries Sector Development Project 
 
Project Development Objectives 
Increase productivity and commercialization of producers and processors in selected value chains, strengthen service delivery systems in the 
livestock and fisheries sectors, and respond promptly and effectively to an eligible crisis or emergency. 
 
Project Development Objective Indicators 
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 1.1.1 Change in 
Productivity of small-
scale producers - Milk 
(level 1) local cows  
   Liter 219.6 265.00 Baseline, mid-term, 
end of project 
Survey of producers 
 
PCU 
Description: This indicator is computed as: lactation length (days) multiplied by average milk yield per cow per day. (183 days *1.2 liters per day = 219.6 liters) 
The survey collected actual milk yield data from farmers who have lactating cows 





Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 1.1.2 Change in 
Productivity of small-
scale producers - Milk 
(level 1) cross bred cows  
   Liter 959.4  Baseline, mid-term, 
end of project 
Survey of producers 
 
PCU 
Description: This indicator is computed as: lactation length (days) multiplied by average milk yield per cow per day. (234 days *4.1 liters per day = 959.4 liters) 
 





Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 1.2. Change in 
Productivity of small-scale 
producers - Broiler (Level 1) - 
Mortality 
   Percentage NA   Baseline, mid-term, end 
of project 




NA = There was no broiler production in the surveyed areas during the survey time  
Description: At this level of the pathway, mortality is the most critical driver of productivity. This PDO indicator refers to Component A. 
Indicator Name Core 
Unit of 
Measure Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology 
Responsibility for 
Data Collection 
Name: 1.3. Change in 
Productivity of small-scale 
producers - Broiler (Level 2/3) 
- Age at marketing 
   Days NA  Baseline, mid-term, end 
of project 
 
Sample of cooperatives, 




NA = There was no broiler production in the surveyed areas during the survey time  





Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 1.4. Change in 
Productivity of small-scale 
producers - Aquaculture 
(Cage) Kg/Cubic Meters 
   Kg  NA  Baseline, mid-term, end 
of project 
 




NA= No Aquaculture (Cage) was found in surveyed areas during the survey period. We have tried to look for data from Sebata and Bahirdar but we could not obtain  
Description: Cage production culture. This PDO indicator refers to Component A. 
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for 
Data Collection 
Name: 1.5. Change in 
Productivity of small-scale 
producers - Aquaculture 
(Pond) Kg/Cubic Meters 
   Number 
kg 
NA  Baseline, mid-term, end 
of project 
 




NA= No Aquaculture (Pond) which was productive found in surveyed areas during the survey period We have tried to look for data from Sebata and Bahirdar but we 
could not obtain. 
Description: Pond production culture. This PDO indicator refers to Component A. 
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 2.1. Increase in sales 
of primary and processed 
livestock and fish products by 
producers and processors - 
Milk (Liter/Collection Centres) 
   Litre 306.8  Baseline, mid-term, end 
of project 
Survey of producers and 
processors 
PCU 
Description: The result of the baseline is found from milk collection cooperatives in the sampled woredas of intervention areas. 
 




Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 2.2. Increase in sales 
of primary and processed 
livestock and fish products by 
producers and processors - 
Eggs (Level 2/3) - Peak Laying 
Rate (egg/100 hens/day) 
   Number 63.00  Baseline, mid-term, end 
of project 
 





Description: The peak laying percentage or laying rate per 100 hens is calculated as no of eggs laid during peak laying period divided by number of laying chicken 
available during the peak production period and multiplied by 100 
(970/1540)*100= 63 peak laying per 100 hens 
 
This PDO indicator refers to Component A. 
 
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for 
Data Collection 
Name: 2.3. Increase in sales 
of primary and processed 
livestock and fish products 
by producers and processors 
- Broiler (number of 
birds/slaughterhouse/year) 
   Number NA  Baseline, mid-term, end 
of project 




NA = There was no broiler production in the surveyed areas during the survey time  







Note: Raw fish was not indicated in as Project Development Objective Indicator. This is incorporated by the request of the LFSDP project. 
 
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 2.4. Increase in sales 
of primary and processed 
livestock and fish products 
by producers and processors 
- Dried or Smoked Fish 
(Kg/Year) 
   Kg 13410.5 20115.75 
 
Baseline, mid-term, end 
of project 
 





end target is an increase of 50% on the baseline   
Description: This PDO indicator refers to Component A. 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 2.5. Increase in sales 
of primary and processed 
livestock and fish products 
by producers and processors 
- raw Fish (Kg/Year) 
   Kg 47232.14  Baseline, mid-term, end 
of project 
 





Description: This PDO indicator refers to Component A. 




Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 5. Time lapse between early warning 
information and disbursement toward 
response of Livestock related shocks (disease 
outbreak, etc.) 
   Weeks 2.5 2 Annual 
 
M&E function of Ministry 
responsible for response to 
emergency situation 
 
Review of reports by 
national institution 
responsible for response to 
crisis 
The baseline value is calculated as the average of the regions  





Intermediate Results Indicators 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 1.1 Number of Basic 
sub-Projects Implemented 
   Number 0.00 10530.00 Semi-annual 
 
 Service Provider 
 
Description: A 10 percent rejection rate is expected during preparation and a 10 percent failure rate during implementation 
 
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 1.2. Number of 
Intermediate sub-Projects 
Implemented 
   Number 0.00 360.00 Semi-annual 
 
contractual monitoring 




Description: A 40 percent rejection rate is expected during preparation and a 20 percent failure rate during implementation 
 
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 1.3. Number of 
Advanced sub-Projects 
Implemented 
   Number 0.00 57.00 Semi-annual contractual monitoring 
with field visits 
 
PCU 






Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 2.1. Number of 
Farmer Field Schools (FFS) 
established 






Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: Teachers recruited or 
trained 
✔ Number 0.00 6830.00 Semi-annual 
 





Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Teachers recruited or trained 
- Female (RMS requirement) 
✔ Number 0.00 1366.00 Semi-annual 
 






Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
2.2. Number of Teachers 
recruited or trained 
(GAHP/GAFP) 
   Number 0.00 2880.00 Semi-annual 
 






Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
2.3. Number of Teachers 
recruited or trained (Field 
worker in Animal Health) 




Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
2.4. Number of Teachers 
recruited or trained (Farmer 
Field School) 
   Number 0.00 620.00 Semi-annual 
 
Training delivery reports PCU 
 
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
        
Name: Farmers reached with 
agricultural assets or services 
✔ Number 0.00 300000.00 mid-term, end of project 
 





Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Farmers reached with 
agricultural assets or services 
- Female 









Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: Farmers adopting 
improved agricultural 
technology 









Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Farmers adopting improved 
agricultural technology - 
Female 
✔ Number 0.00 63000.00 Mid-term and end 
of project 






Percentage of Targeted Producers satisfied with livestock and fishery services 
Satisfaction with extension service (Baseline status) – Improved Dairy  
Satisfaction response of households on Timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for Improved Dairy (%) in intervention households 
disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
5.5 10.9 19.2 6.2 58.2 4.1 5.4 18.2 3.7 68.6 5.1 9.3 18.9 5.5 61.2 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
Satisfaction response of households on timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for Improved Dairy (%) in control households 
disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
7.7 11.3 19.8 3.8 57.4 2.7 8.2 19.9 0 69.2 6.3 10.4 19.8 2.7 60.8 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
Satisfaction response of households on relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for Improved Dairy (%) in intervention households 
disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
6.5 10 17.2 7.2 59 3.7 5.4 14.9 6.2 69.8 5.7 8.7 16.5 6.9 62.1 






Satisfaction response of households on relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for Improved Dairy (%) in Control households 
disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
8 9.6 17.9 6.3 58.2 3.4 8.9 13.7 2.7 71.2 6.7 9.4 16.7 5.3 62 
 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction with extension service (Baseline status) - Cattle fattening  
Satisfaction response of households on Timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for Cattle fattening (%) in intervention households 
disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
6.5 12.9 18.9 5.2 56.5 3.3 6.2 13.2 4.5 72.7 5.6 11 17.3 5 61.2 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction response of households on Timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for Cattle fattening (%) in control households 
disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
6 15.4 17 4.9 56.6 1.4 6.2 19.9 0 72.6 4.7 12.7 17.8 3.5 61.2 





Satisfaction response of households on relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for Cattle fattening (%) in intervention households 
disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
6.9 11.2 16.7 7 58.2 2.9 7 12.4 4.1 73.6 5.7 10 15.5 6.2 62.6 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction response of households on relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for Cattle fattening (%) in control households 
disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
6.3 12.4 17.3 5.8 58.2 0.7 6.2 17.1 1.4 74.7 4.7 10.6 17.3 4.5 62.9 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction with extension service (Baseline status) - Improved small ruminant rearing 
Satisfaction response of households on Timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for improved small ruminant rearing (%) in intervention 
households disaggregated by gender 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
5.5 11 13 4.5 65.9 2.9 6.6 12 2.9 75.6 4.8 9.8 12.7 4 68.7 






Satisfaction response of households on Timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for improved small ruminant rearing (%) in control 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
5.8 12.6 9.3 4.1 68.1 2.1 9.6 11 0.7 76.7 4.7 11.8 9.8 3.1 70.6 
NA is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction response of households on Relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for improved small ruminant rearing (%) in intervention 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
6.9 8.7 12.5 4.8 67.1 3.3 5.4 12 2.5 76.9 5.8 7.7 12.4 4.2 69.9 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction response of households on Relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for improved small ruminant rearing (%) in control 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
7.4 11 8.2 4.4 69 2.1 10.3 8.9 0.7 78.1 5.9 10.8 8.4 3.3 71.6 





Satisfaction with the extension service (Baseline status) - small ruminant fattening 
Satisfaction response of households on Timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for improved small ruminant fattening (%) in 
intervention households disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
6.4 11.7 12.4 4.7 64.8 2.9 5.4 11.2 3.7 76.9 5.4 9.9 12 4.4 68.3 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction response of households on Timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for improved small ruminant fattening (%) in control 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
6.3 12.9 9.9 3.6 67.3 1.4 5.5 15.1 0 78.1 4.9 10.8 11.4 2.5 70.4 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction response of households on relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for improved small ruminant fattening (%) in intervention 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men  Women Total  
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
7.2 10.2 12.1 4.5 66 3.3 5.4 9.1 4.1 78.1 6.1 8.8 11.2 4.4 69.5 





Satisfaction response of households on relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for improved small ruminant fattening (%) in control 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men  Women Total  
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
7.1 10.4 9.3 4.7 68.4 2.1 8.2 10.3 0 79.5 5.7 9.8 9.6 3.3 71.6 




Satisfaction with the extension service (Baseline status) - Improved poultry egg production 
 
Satisfaction response of households on Timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for Improved poultry egg production (%) in intervention 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
6.9 12.7 18.8 7.7 53.9 4.1 8.7 14.5 5.8 66.9 6.1 11.6 17.5 7.2 57.7 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction response of households on Timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for Improved poultry egg production (%) in control 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
7.7 13.7 20.3 3.8 54.4 3.4 8.2 21.2 1.4 65.8 6.5 12.2 20.6 3.1 57.6 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction response of households on relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for Improved poultry egg production (%) in intervention 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
7.7 11.2 18.1 8 54.9 4.1 7.4 14 7 67.4 6.7 10.1 16.9 7.7 58.5 






Satisfaction response of households on relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for Improved poultry egg production (%) in control 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
8.8 9.9 21.2 5.2 54.9 0.7 8.9 20.5 2.7 67.1 6.5 9.6 21 4.5 58.4 






Satisfaction with the extension service (Baseline status) - Fish culture 
 
Satisfaction response of households on Timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for fish culture (%) in intervention households 
disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
2.8 6.7 0.8 0.8 88.8 1.2 2.5 0.8 0 95.5 2.4 5.5 0.8 0.6 90.7 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction response of households on Timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for fish culture (%) in control households disaggregated 
by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
2.5 6.9 1.4 0.3 89 0.7 2.1 0.7 0 96.6 2 5.5 1.2 0.2 91.2 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction response of households on relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for fish culture (%) in intervention households 
disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
4.4 4.2 1.7 0.7 89.1 1.2 2.5 0 0.4 95.9 3.5 3.7 1.2 0.6 91.1 





Satisfaction response of households on relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for fish culture (%) in control households disaggregated 
by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
4.9 4.1 1.1 0.8 89 1.4 1.4 0 0.7 96.6 3.9 3.3 0.8 0.8 91.2 





Satisfaction with the extension service (current status) - Improved fodder production 
Satisfaction response of households on Timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for Improved fodder production (%) in intervention 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
6.7 10.2 12.7 5.9 64.5 3.7 7.4 10.3 3.7 74.8 5.8 9.4 12 5.2 67.5 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction response of households on Timeliness of the information/knowledge support provided for Improved fodder production (%) in control 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
5.5 12.4 12.9 6 63.2 2.7 5.5 17.1 0 74.7 4.7 10.4 14.1 4.3 66.5 
NA (No Access) is to indicate those households who did not get the information or knowledge support 
 
Satisfaction response of households on relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for Improved fodder production (%) in intervention 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
6.7 9.5 12.6 5.7 65.5 4.5 5.8 9.1 4.5 76 6.1 8.5 11.6 5.4 68.5 






Satisfaction response of households on relevance of the information/knowledge support provided for Improved fodder production (%) in control 
households disaggregated by gender 
Men Women Total 
Very 
poor 








Poor Good Very 
good 
NA 
8 7.1 15.1 5.8 64 3.4 3.4 15.1 1.4 76.7 6.7 6.1 15.1 4.5 67.6 






Summary Percentage of Targeted Producers satisfied with livestock and fishery services summarized for good and very good  
The following table show the summary of satisfaction for each commodity and the sum of good and very god is used as percentage of satisfaction for the 
intervention households only 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of 
target producers satisfied 
with timeliness of the 
service received (for 
improved dairy) 
   Percentage 24.4 
 
80 Baseline, mid-term, 




The satisfaction percentage is sum of good and very good percentages. 
This indicator is used as citizen engagement indicator   
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of 
target producers satisfied 
with Relevance of the 
service received (for 
improved dairy) 
   Percentage 23.4 80 Baseline, mid-term, 
end of project 




The satisfaction percentage is sum of good and very good percentages. 








Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of 
target producers satisfied 
with timeliness of the 
service received (for 
Cattle fattening) 
   Percentage 22.3 
 
80 Baseline, mid-term, 




The satisfaction percentage is sum of good and very good percentages. 
This indicator is used as citizen engagement indicator   
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of 
target producers satisfied 
with Relevance of the 
service received (for 
Cattle fattening) 
   Percentage 21.7 80 Baseline, mid-term, 
end of project 




The satisfaction percentage is sum of good and very good percentages. 







Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of target 
producers satisfied with 
timeliness of the service 
received (for Improved 
small ruminant rearing) 
   Percentage 16.7 
 
80 Baseline, mid-term, 




The satisfaction percentage is sum of good and very good percentages. 
This indicator is used as citizen engagement indicator   
 
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of 
target producers satisfied 




   Percentage 16.6 80 Baseline, mid-term, 
end of project 




The satisfaction percentage is sum of good and very good percentages. 







Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of 
target producers satisfied 
with timeliness of the 
service received (for  
small ruminant fattening) 
   Percentage 16.4 
 
80 Baseline, mid-term, 




The satisfaction percentage is sum of good and very good percentages. 
This indicator is used as citizen engagement indicator   
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of 
target producers satisfied 
with Relevance of the 
service received (for  
small ruminant fattening) 
   Percentage 15.6 80 Baseline, mid-term, 
end of project 




The satisfaction percentage is sum of good and very good percentages. 







Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of 
target producers satisfied 
with timeliness of the 
service received (for  
Improved poultry egg 
production) 
   Percentage 24.7 
 
80 Baseline, mid-term, 




The satisfaction percentage is sum of good and very good percentages. 




Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of 
target producers satisfied 
with Relevance of the 
service received (for 
Improved poultry egg 
production) 
   Percentage 24.6 80 Baseline, mid-term, 
end of project 




The satisfaction percentage is sum of good and very good percentages. 









Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of 
target producers satisfied 
with timeliness of the 
service received (for  
Fish culture) 
   Percentage 1.4 
 
80 Baseline, mid-term, 




The satisfaction percentage is sum of good and very good percentages. 
This indicator is used as citizen engagement indicator   
 
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of 
target producers satisfied 
with Relevance of the 
service received (for Fish 
culture) 
   Percentage 1.8 80 Baseline, mid-term, 
end of project 




The satisfaction percentage is sum of good and very good percentages. 







Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of 
target producers satisfied 
with timeliness of the 
service received (for 
Improved fodder 
production) 
   Percentage 17.2 
 
80 Baseline, mid-term, 




The satisfaction percentage is the sum of good and very good percentages. 
This indicator is used as citizen engagement indicator   
 
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 




2.5.2. Percentage of 
target producers satisfied 
with Relevance of the 
service received (for  
Improved fodder 
production) 
   Percentage 17.00 80 Baseline, mid-term, 
end of project 




The satisfaction percentage is sum of good and very good percentages. 

















2.6. Proportion of 
women  achived 
Minimum Dietary 
Diversity for Women 
(MDD-W) in past 7 
days (%) 
   Percentage 12.00  Baseline, mid-








Description: The project will apply the Minimum Dietary Diversity of Women (MDDW) methodology for data collection. MDD-W is a dichotomous indicator defined as: 
The proportion of women 15–49 years of age who consumed food items from at least five out of ten defined food groups the previous day or night. Three out of the ten 







As mentioned in the above description the three out of the ten food groups are animal source product groups included in the MDDW 
2.7 Proportion of women of reproductive age (15-49) that consumed animal sourced food in past 7 days  
Indicator Name  Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Milk and milk products 
(dairy)  
 percentage 34.5  Baseline, mid-term, 
and end of project 
Household survey PCU 
Meat, fish and poultry  percentage 8.4  Baseline, mid-term, 




Eggs  percentage 10  Baseline, mid-term, 





Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 2.8. Primary National 
Livestock and Fisheries 
Monitoring and Information 
Systems established and 
operational 
   Number 0.00 3.00 Annual PCU PCU 
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 2.9. Number of 
Strategic National Programs 
(SNPs) and National 
Roadmaps prepared, 
budgeted and launched 
   Number 0.00 5.00 Annual PCU PCU 
Description: (1) PPR and New Castle Disease Prevention and Control Program; (2) National Feed and Forage Systems Development Program (3) National Breeding Program (4) 





Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 3.1. Semi-annual 
progress reports rated 
satisfactory 







Description: Considering on time, within budget and quality; meeting PIM, M&E Manual requirements. 
 
Indicator Name Core Unit of 
Measure 
Baseline End Target Frequency Data Source/Methodology Responsibility for Data 
Collection 
Name: 3.2. Performance of 
all PCU staff is formally 
measured against agreed 
deliverables directly 
contributing to LFSDP 
















Livestock and Fisheries Sector Development Project baseline study 
qualitative report 
 
Submitted to the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) of the Federal 
Democratic Republic of Ethiopia by the  









The baseline study of the Livestock and Fisheries Sector Development Project (LFSDP) included 
household level surveys and community level qualitative studies. The qualitative study used focus 
group discussions (FGD) with common interest groups (CIG) and other community members, as well 
as key informant interviews (KII) with community leaders, agricultural experts and development 
agents. The qualitative studies were conducted in all the selected kebeles in which the baseline 
survey was conducted, with the hope that the results of the qualitative study would complement the 
quantitative household survey results. Separate teams were deployed to conduct the qualitative 
study. Each qualitative study team was trained on the qualitative study approaches and the specific 
information items on which information was to be collected using FDG guides and KII checklists. 
 
This qualitative study primarily focused on the CIGs organized by the LFSDP. Each CIG was organized 
for a specific commodity from the main commodities identified, i.e. dairy, poultry, small ruminant 
fattening or fish production. No CIG member was organized in more than one CIG. The qualitative 
study focused on getting an understanding of the current status of the organized groups in terms of 
their prior experience in producing the commodity, market-oriented enterprise related with the 
commodity, the organization of the CIG, and other related issues. The qualitative study also 
collected information on challenges that the CIGs were facing in developing market-oriented 
enterprises and services that were available to support the development of the commodities. 
Specifically, the qualitative study collected information on availability and status of milk collection 
centres, feed supply, breed supply, output markets (distance to markets, buyers, market 
infrastructure), animal health services and credit services for livestock.   
 
This report presents a synthesis of the findings of the qualitative study by region in order to highlight 
the specific situations in each region and capture the differences across regions. It is hoped that each 
regional PCU will use the synthesis in each region to guide interventions by identifying major 






II. Regional summaries 
Tigray region 
In Tigray, the qualitative study was conducted in four woredas and 12 kebeles (six treatment and six 
control). In the six treatment kebeles, focus group discussion were conducted with CIG members 
organized for poultry, small ruminant fattening and fish production. In the control kebeles, focus 
group discussions were conducted with mixed farmer groups. 
About 75% of the CIG members reported that they had prior experience in the production and 
marketing of the priority livestock commodities they are currently organized for. This shows that 
there is already some level of experience in the production and marketing of the commodities which 
the LFSDP can build on. However, the participants identified a number of challenges that they think 
affect the development of the commodities. 
Perceived challenges related to the priority commodities 
Regarding poultry production, the perceived challenges included shortage of land for poultry 
production, weak poultry health services, poor technical training on improved poultry production 
technologies and practices and unreliable output market linkages. The land issue was a major policy 
concern for the groups mainly because of the time it took to acquire land for poultry production and 
the bureaucratic red tape they were confronted with in processing their application for land. CIG 
members were particularly concerned about poultry disease outbreaks and weak responses from 
health service providers. The unreliable output market linkages were mainly expressed in view of the 
potential higher volume of products the CIG groups will be producing.    
Regarding small ruminant rearing and fattening, the perceived challenges included poor availability 
of animal feed and high cost; absence of timely, cost effective and reliable animal health services; 
shortage of water for animals; and difficulties in acquiring land for the enterprise. CIG members 
expressed the need to have appropriately sheltered barns for the animals. When it comes to small 
ruminants, CIG members were not concerned about markets, perhaps because of the high demand 
for small ruminants in the study areas.  
Regarding fish production, CIG members reported that their priority concerns included absence of 
extension service for fish production, dependency on natural water bodies which were frequently 
contaminated with chemicals from nearby farmlands, lack of storage and transportation facilities, 
poor supply of fishing gears and dwindling fish population in natural water bodies. These results 
combined indicate that promotion of aquaculture in artificial water bodies may be the way to go.  
Availability of services 
Milk collection centres were not widely available in the study areas. A few milk collection services 
owned by private businesses and farmer cooperatives collected milk from producers. However, the 
capacity of the available milk collection centres was very low. Very few had cooling tanks, forcing 






Poultry CIG members reported that they faced serious shortage of poultry feed. They reported that 
they feed their chicken a mix of wheat shorts and some manufactured feed. For chicken more than 
45 days old, however, they feed the chicken with wheat shorts and grinded crop grains like maize 
and pulses. In addition, participants noted that the chicken are let to scavenge on whatever they 
could find in the backyard. Participants noted that there were no feed processors in the area and 
high price of manufactured feed whenever it was available was a major concern.  
Small ruminant CIG groups noted that they mostly resort to communal grazing and browsing lands as 
source of feed for their animals. The grazing lands were used as open grazing resources and were 
degraded through time. Communal grazing lands are diminishing due to conversion of grazing lands 
into cultivated land and residential sites. Browsing resources also became scarce due to 
deforestation. Crop residues were widely used as feed for small ruminants although the amount 
available was below requirements. Use of cultivated forage was also very limited. Participants in the 
study area reported that they did not use manufactured feed due to high prices, and that industrial 
by-products were not available. CIG members engaged in fishery reported that they did not provide 
any feed to the fish. 
Livestock feed formulation from local resources was also limited in the study area although there 
were some signs of emerging feed formulation practices. Poultry CIG members reported that women 
sometimes mix different crops with wheat brans to feed chicken. Participants that were engaged in 
small ruminant production reported that they mix hay and straw with residue from traditional 
alcoholic drinks to feed the animals. Participants reported that in the past, the government used to 
provide them with manufactured feed as part of aid programs, but this was no longer available.  
Regarding improved breed supply, poultry CIGs reported that improved poultry breeds (chicks and 
pullet (egg-laying types) were available in the market and were widely adopted in the community. 
On the other hand, those engaged in small ruminant fattening reported that there was no improved 
sheep or goats (crossbred) supply. Fishery groups reported that they were not aware of any 
improved fish breeds. 
Poultry CIG members in some of the study kebeles indicated availability of veterinary health service 
in their surroundings. Participants also mentioned the availability of a private veterinary pharmacy in 
some of the kebeles with higher price but good quality. Those who were engaged in small ruminant 
CIG indicated that there was no animal health clinic in their surroundings and they had to travel to 
livestock health services located in nearby areas. Some CIGs reported that they were visited by 
government veterinarians on a regular basis. Most common concern reported by CIGs of small 
ruminants was the poor quality of drugs and poor timing of the veterinary services. All fishery CIGs 
reported they didn’t receive any veterinary services.  
Regarding credit services, the study found an interesting result among Muslims who reported that 
they don’t take credit due to their religious beliefs which prohibit paying interest for loans. This 
result indicates that special credit facilities may be needed for Muslims to enable them to take credit 
for livestock enterprises. It is conceivable that this situation could be the same among Muslims in 
other regions. Some participants reported that credit services were contingent upon household 
savings in the Dedebit Credit and Saving Institute (DECSI). The high interest rate of up to 18% was 





Regarding output markets, poultry CIG members reported selling their chicken and eggs to 
consumers or traders. They often don’t sell egg-laying chicken unless they faced financial difficulties. 
Egg prices were reported to be ETB3–5 per egg depending on the season, and chicken prices were 
reported to be ETB150–300 per chicken also depending on the season. Fasting periods were major 
determinants of egg and bird prices. Some poultry CIG members reported that they walked for 
about 90 minutes to output markets. The markets were open marketplaces with no shelter or 
feeding and watering facilities.  
Small ruminant CIG members reported an average walking distance to markets of about two hours, 
mostly located in woreda towns. Selling prices for goats ranged from ETB1500–3000 depending on 
the condition of the goats and the season of selling. Small ruminants were sold to consumers or 
traders. No cooperative was involved in small ruminant marketing. As in poultry, small ruminant 
markets were open marketplaces with no shelter or feeding and watering facilities. Fish were sold to 
consumers or cooperatives mostly at fishing sites (near the water bodies). Fish price of about ETB80 
per kilogram was reported.  
Amhara region 
In Amhara, the qualitative study was conducted in 11 woredas and 33 kebeles (21 treatment and 12 
control). In the 21 treatment kebeles, FGDs were conducted with CIG members organized in poultry, 
dairy, small ruminant, cattle and fish groups. In the 12 control kebeles, a total of 12 FGDs with mixed 
group members were conducted.  
More than two-thirds of the CIG members reported having prior experience in the production and 
marketing of the identified livestock enterprises. This shows that the LFSDP should be able to build on 
this local knowledge and experience in promoting the market-oriented livestock enterprises into 
which the CIG groups are organized. CIGs identified several perceived challenges they are facing in 
relation to the livestock enterprises.  
Perceived challenges related to the priority commodities 
The major challenges mentioned included lack of enough start-up capital to start business in the 
production and marketing of dairy, poultry, small ruminants and cattle fattening. This challenge was 
compounded by lack of credit sources with reasonable interest rates and suitable terms. It was 
reported that the only credit source available in the region was the Amhara Saving and Credit 
Institution (ASCI) which was inaccessible to most farmers due to a high interest rate, and tight and 
firm collateral requirements.    
CIG members also raised lack of improved breeds for dairy, poultry and small ruminants as one of 
the most important barriers to improve livestock productivity. This was particularly so for small 
ruminants for which no improved breed supply was available. Inaccessibility of adequate and 
effective animal health services at the right time and place for all livestock species was also reported 






Shortage of feed both in quantity and quality (natural fodders, crop residues, manufactured feed 
and industrial by-products) was also identified as one of the most serious problem to develop the 
livestock sub-sector. In general, limited availability of communal grazing lands and poor productivity 
of the grazing lands due to degradation as a result of open and free grazing practices exacerbated 
the feed shortage problem. Planted fodder were not widely practiced due to shortage of seeds for 
improved fodder varieties and poor extension services to promote improved fodder. Furthermore, 
the supply of manufactured feed was limited due to the limited number of feed processors. 
Industrial by-products were relatively better in terms of availability but high prices hindered farmers 
from using them.   
According to respondents, traditional livestock management practices render livestock productivity 
low. This indicates the need to build farmer capacity in improved livestock management 
technologies and practices. Promoting modern livestock technologies is an area that the extension 
service needs to give better attention to. Limited and ineffective artificial insemination services was 
a major concern of producers in their effort to adopt improved livestock breeds.  
Availability of services 
Only three milk collection cooperatives were encountered in the study areas. The milk collection 
centres are limited in their capacity to collect milk from producers and collect mainly from their 
members. CIG members reported that the lack of milk collection services forces them to resort to 
the informal market, selling milk mostly directly to consumers. The major problem milk producers 
reported was lack of market during fasting periods in a predominantly Christian population. Markets 
for animal feeds were reported to be very thin. Most of the market was for natural fodder, with 
limited supply of agro-industrial by-products. Manufactured feed was rarely available and high prices 
deterred farmers from using them.   
Improved poultry breeds (layer and dual-purpose types) were being supplied by the woreda offices 
of agriculture. However, CIG members reported that the chicks were usually not vaccinated and 
death rates were very high, sometimes as high as 50%. According to respondents, the supply of 
improved dairy breeds was severely limited. The very high price of crossbreeds makes them 
inaccessible to farmers who were willing to invest in dairy business. No supply of improved goat or 
sheep breeds was reported. Farmer efforts to improve their breed stock was severely weakened by 
the weak, ineffective inaccessible AI services.  
Livestock markets were available in local markets and woreda towns. Generally, respondents did not 
report access to markets as a major problem. However, they reported that market prices were 
distorted often by brokers which hinder direct negotiation between sellers and buyers. Livestock 
markets were open marketplaces with no shelter or feeding and watering facilities for animals.  
Almost all CIG members reported that the community used private veterinary clinics, pubic 
veterinarians and government livestock extension agents for animal health services. In relation to 
quality of the public health service, except for few government animal health services providers, 
most of them were reported as poor in quality. Particularly, participants found reliability, timeliness, 
and accessibility of services unsatisfactory. Furthermore, the majority of participants noted that 





knowledge and skills on the part of the health professionals were major problems. Although private 
animal health service providers were reported as better service providers, high service costs deter 
farmers from using them.  
The only source of credit services in the study area was the Amhara Credit and Saving Institution 
(ACSI). CIG members reported that access to loans from ACSI was beset by collateral requirements, 
high interest rate and unfavourable terms for livestock production. Most credit was short-term while 
investment in livestock requires longer term loans. Interest rates ranged between 18–19%.  
Oromia region 
In Oromia, the qualitative survey was conducted in 48 kebeles (30 treatment and 18 control). In the 
treatment kebeles, 40 FGDs were conducted with CIG members organized in poultry, dairy, small 
ruminant, cattle and fish groups. In the 18 control kebeles a total of 18 FGDs with mixed group 
members was conducted. 
More than two-thirds of the CIG members reported having prior experience in the production and 
marketing of the priority commodities they were organized into. Most CIG members reported interest 
in being involved in market-oriented livestock production. This shows that the LFSDP has the 
opportunity to build on existing local knowledge and experience in promoting the livestock 
commodities.  
Perceived challenges related to the priority commodities 
The major perceived challenges in developing the commodities as discussed by members of the CIGs 
in most treatment woredas could be categorized into two—challenges related to starting the business 
and challenges specific to the commodities.   
The major perceived challenges in developing the commodities, as reported by CIG members 
irrespective of the commodity into which they were organized, were related to what the participants 
thought as “inappropriate organization of the CIG members”, lack of a common plots of land, access 
to initial capital to develop the commodity, implementation gaps in responsible government and 
NGO agencies, and doubts on the sustainability of the project. Majority of the CIGs in most of the 
treatment woredas indicated difficulty to work together as a common interest group (CIG) as they 
were organized from distant places in the kebeles and most of them were not familiar with each 
other. CIG members noted that this may create difficulties in team management. This concern 
indicates the need to build trust among CIG members, which should be an important focus for the 
LFSDP. Another challenge commonly reported by the CIGs was related to the lack of land to develop 
the commodities and lack of access to initial capital to start the business they have been organized 
into. Associated to this was the lack of access to credit services and related challenges like 
bureaucratic processes of credit provision in the woredas. Implementation gaps existing in 
responsible government and non-government agencies resulted in delays of projects and poor 
implementation. Poor follow up from responsible public bodies was also perceived by the CIGs as a 






For those CIGs organized for poultry production, the major perceived challenges were lack of access 
to improved breeds of chicks, frequent outbreak of New Castle disease (locally called ‘Fengel’), poor 
health services, shortage of feeds, lack of experience in developing improved breeds of chicks, 
inadequate sheltering and exposure to preying animals and lack of market linkage for the 
commodity. Although there were attempts to supply improved chicks (mostly egg-laying types) by 
the Livestock and Fishery Resource Development Agency and some NGOs in some of the woredas, 
coverage was limited. Some CIGs reported that there were times when farmers in some woredas lost 
all of their chickens to New Castle disease due to its communicable nature and lack of effective 
health services. Shortage of drugs and vaccines, and untimely health services, exacerbate the 
problem. Shortage of poultry feeds was also reported as an important challenge. 
For those CIGs organized for fattening of small ruminants, the major perceived challenges reported 
were shortage of forage and water, poor health services, frequently occurring diseases, unfavourable 
climate condition for the commodity, lack of experience in modern fattening and market related 
problems. Shortage of natural fodders, high prices of manufactured feeds and industrial by-products 
was also reported as important concern. The shortage of natural fodders resulted from shortage of 
grazing land mostly because of conversion of grazing lands into farmlands and residential sites. 
Drought was also mentioned as an important factor for feed shortage. Another perceived challenge 
was lack of experience in modern fattening techniques. The majority of CIG members rear sheep and 
goats in grazing-based and quantity focused traditional methods. Hence, the CIG members indicated 
that they needed training in modern fattening practices. Another challenge in developing the 
commodity in most of the treatment woredas had poor health services for the animals.  
Among those organized for dairy production, the major perceived challenges reported were 
shortage of supply of improved dairy breeds and high (unaffordable) prices of crossbred cows, 
shortage of fodder and water, periodic droughts, lack of access to and unaffordable prices of 
manufactured feeds and industrial by-products in markets, poor health services and periodic 
diseases outbreaks. Lack of experience of CIGs in managing improved dairy breeds was also raised as 
an important challenge, suggesting intervention to build farmer capacity in modern dairy production 
and animal management. Conversion of grazing lands into cultivated land, low productivity of crops 
and the ensuing low availability of crop residues limit availability of natural fodder. Promotion of 
cultivated fodder was strongly recommended by CIG members. CIG members were very vocal about 
the insufficient, ineffective and inaccessible animal health services. Respondents also indicated that 
mobile milk collection services could alleviate their milk marketing challenges.  
Availability of services 
The qualitative study encountered only one milk collection centre established by an NGO, which also 
does mobile milk collection. In some of the study areas (e.g. Haramaya and Metta woredas of East 
Hararghe zone), participants reported that there was a long practice of pooling  milk by women in 
neighbouring villages in a self-organized association and supplying milk to market turn by turn to 
avoid everyone travelling to markets with small volume of milk and to increase their bargaining 
power. The study also found one milk collection centre in Debrelibanos woreda which was not 






In all of the treatment and control woredas, common natural fodders for small ruminants and dairy 
cows supplied in the market were grasses, hay and straw and crop residues like wheat, Barley, Teff, 
Sorghum and Maize. In woredas of East Showa, West Showa, North Showa and Southwest Showa, 
‘atela’, a by-product of homemade beverages was mixed with straws and residues of crops to feed 
small ruminants and dairy cows. In Dinsho woreda, potatoes (boiled and cooled mixed with crop 
residue and water) were used to feed cows and small ruminants. In Haramaya and Metta woredas of 
East Hararghe zone, a residue of ‘Khat’ was also used as a forage for small ruminants. As discussed 
so far in perceived challenges, there was shortage of these fodders in all the study areas because of 
shortage of grazing land resulting from conversion into farms and degradation due to free and 
uncontrolled grazing. Periodic droughts were also reported as an important factor causing shortage 
of natural fodder. There were attempts to produce some improved fodders like oats, elephant grass, 
and Desho grass by a very small proportion of farmers. Lack or shortage of seeds for improved 
forage, shortage of land and weak technical support were reported as important concerns of 
farmers to grow improved fodder widely. No feed processing firm was encountered in the study 
area. Hence, the supply of manufactured feed and agro-industrial by-products was also very limited 
and expensive, limiting access of farmers.  
Regarding improved breed supply, participants reported that there was no supply of improved 
breeds of chicks (both egg-laying and broilers) and improved dairy breeds by government agencies in 
the study areas. However, there were limited private suppliers of improved breeds. The price of 
improved dairy heifers was reported to be especially very high for farmers at ETB30,000 per heifer. 
The only exception the study found was in Debrelibanos woreda, where there was relatively better 
supply of improved dairy breeds. Farmers reported that they crossbred local dairy cows with hybrid 
bulls in their community. AI services were reported to be of limited coverage and quite ineffective. 
In the case of poultry enterprises, although there was no supply of improved breeds of chicks from 
the government, farmers were buying improved breeds, mostly egg-laying ones, from Adelle poultry 
farm located in Haromaya town. In Bacho woreda, there was good supply of hybrid chicks by Ethio-
chicken with affordable prices. No supply of improved breeds of goats and sheep was encountered 
in the study area.  
The output markets for the priority commodities in the study areas were located mostly in woreda 
towns, ranging from half an hour to four hours walk from the kebeles. Marketplaces for cattle and 
small ruminants were fenced open marketplaces with no shades, and no feeding and watering 
facilities. Dairy producers reported that they sell their milk in informal markets, selling directly to 
consumers or institutional buyers in the absence of milk collection centres. The only exception was 
Debrelibanos woreda where there was mobile milk collection in the kebeles.  
With regard to animal health services, respondents reported that most animal health clinics were 
located at woreda towns, with a few at kebele level. It was also reported that public animal health 
centres were not providing adequate, timely and reliable health services mainly as a result of 
distance from the kebeles as most centres were located in the woreda towns, shortage or 
inaccessibility of professionals, and shortage of drugs and professionals’ poor commitment. In some 
kebeles, one animal health personnel was assigned per kebele. In others, one professional was 
assigned to serve three adjacent kebeles as a cluster. It was also reported that in most of the 
woredas the veterinary professionals opened their own private clinics and were not usually available 





more accessible in times of needs, although the services were more expensive than in public animal 
health centres. In most of the treatment woredas, poultry producers reported serious concerns with 
regards to the frequent outbreak of New Castle disease and the poor health service for the disease. 
Vaccination for chicken was very limited and untimely; most treatments were given after the 
outbreak of the disease.    
Regarding credit supply, the major supplier of loans for agriculture was the Oromia Saving and Credit 
Association (OSCA). A few other credit service providers also provided loans to farmers. Respondents 
complained about the high interest rate, which stood at about 17–21%. The terms of credit include 
agreement of both husband and wife to take the credit, initial saving of certain per cent of the credit 
amount, registering assets for collateral and agreement to return the credit within a year in three 
instalments for most of the sources. All of these requirements limit farmer access to loans, especially 
for livestock enterprises. Credit access was also limited among Muslims because of the religious 
belief that forbids paying interest for loans.   
SNNP region 
In SNNPR, the qualitative baseline survey was conducted in 9 woredas and 27 kebeles. Out of nine 
woredas, six were treatment/intervention woredas while the remaining three were control woredas. 
In the six treatment woredas, 24 FGDs were conducted with CIG members organized in poultry, dairy, 
small ruminant, cattle and fish groups. In the three control woredas, a total of nine FGDs were 
conducted with mixed groups.   
Nearly all CIG members reported that they had prior experience in the production and marketing of 
the priority commodities. This situation indicates that the LFSDP should be able to build on available 
local knowledge and experience to promote the priority commodities.   
 
Perceived challenges related to the priority commodities 
The major animal health related challenges in the production and marketing of the priority 
commodities included shortage of drugs in animal health centres and poor public animal health 
services. Epidemics that could eradicate poultry flock due to lack of vaccination and adequate 
medication for epidemic outbreaks mostly after rainy seasons was identified as a leading cause for 
loss of poultry flock.  
 
Lack of shelter for animals, difficulty and the bureaucratic process in acquiring land for animal 
enterprises, especially for poultry, were also identified as major concerns. Long distance from the 
kebeles to output markets, lack of market facilities to supply the commodity to markets (for example, 
egg box to transport eggs, suitable trucks to transport fattened live animals, etc.) was also reported 
as persistent challenges. CIG members also reported lack of electric power to cool and preserve milk 
as a concern. Lack of milk collection centres and milk and meat processing facilities were also 
reported as factors hindering improvement of livestock productivity to increase income. 
 
Shortage of feed—natural fodders, manufactured feed and industrial by-products—was identified as 
one of the most serious problem to develop livestock. Communal grazing pastures are diminishing 





varieties limit farmer capacity to cultivate fodder. Scarcity of land to grow improved fodder was 
persistent in the community. In addition, due to absence of animal feed processors, manufactured 
feed was not available. Industrial by-products were available but high prices limit access. Scarcity of 
water for livestock, particularly in the months of February, March, April and May was noted as a 
major problem. 
 
Availability of services 
There was only one milk collection centre in the study area in Misrak Badewacho woreda owned by a 
private investor. Moderate supply of natural fodder in the market was reported in the study area. 
Natural fodder, including Desho, elephant grass, alfalfa, crop straws and residues, and hay were 
marketed, although with very limited supply especially during the dry season. Improved forage seeds 
and scarcity of land to produce them are limiting factors for supply. Industrial by-products, including 
wheat brans and molasses were available although high priced. It was reported that wheat brans 
were sold for ETB10 per kilogram and molasses could cost as high as ETB30 per kilogram. Producers 
reported that they feed animals with local brewery grains. No feed processing firms were 
encountered in the study area and hence no manufactured feed supply, according to participants.   
Regarding improved breed supply, improved chicks (egg-laying and dual purpose) were available 
widely primarily supplied by private farms. A dual-purpose chick was sold for ETB70–80 per head. The 
woreda offices of agriculture were also reported as suppliers of improved chicks to farmers, although 
with inconsistent supply. Improved dairy breeds were also available in the study area at ETB25,000–
30,000 for a Jersey and ETB15,000–18,000 for crossbred Holsten breed. In some areas, improved 
diary breed heifers could sell for up to ETB50,000–80,000, mostly in woreda towns. Unlike in other 
regions, CIG members in the SNNP region reported that improved breeds for small ruminants were 
available, although not widely adopted.  
Fattened cattle and small ruminants were sold mostly in woreda towns. It was reported that 
oftentimes one market in a woreda serves several neighbouring woredas. Zonal markets were 
sometimes used to sell fattened animals. These results indicate that market distance was a major 
concern for fatteners. Poultry markets often tend to be available in local or woreda markets. Markets 
were usually open marketplaces with no shelter or feeding/watering facilities for farmers. No milk 
collection centres or livestock product processing facilities were encountered in the study area.   
 
Regarding animal health services, public and private animal health services were mostly available for 
the communities. In kebeles where animal health services were not available, farmers use services 
from neighbouring kebeles or woreda animal health centres. Some participants reported a far lower 
access to animal health services due to absence of animal health workers in their kebele, where one 
animal health worker serves between two or three kebeles. Those participants facing such 
circumstance rated the reliability of the service very low while those who had easy access have a 
more positive feedback on reliability of services. Shortage of drugs was unanimously noted as the 
major problem in public centres, whereas the private animal health centres were positively rated in 
their stock of drugs, although at much higher prices. Participants reported better affordability and 
quality of drugs in public animal health centres, while accessibility and quality of service was better in 





Regarding credit services, the Omo Microfinance Organization (OMO) provided loans widely in the 
study area. In one woreda called Meskan, in addition to OMO, the rural job creation program at the 
woreda was noted as a source of credit for livestock production. Similarly, in Misrak Badewachew 
woreda, Vision Microfinance was also reported as source of credit. The terms and condition of OMO 
for credit, as stated by participants, include 10% deposit of the amount of the credit to be taken, 
interest rates ranging from 7–10 % per year with a loan maturity period of 1–2 years. Interestingly, a 
farmer union in Weyra woread was reported to provide loan for individual farmers.  
 
Benishangul Gumuz region 
In Benishangul Gumuz, the qualitative survey was conducted in three woredas and nine kebeles (six 
treatment and three control). Less than half of the CIG members reported having prior experience in 
the production and marketing of the priority commodities. This is unlike other regions where more 
than two-thirds of CIG members reported having prior experience with the commodities. This result 
indicates that more concerted effort may be needed to promote the priority commodities in the 
region. 
Perceived challenges related to the priority commodities 
CIG members reported unavailability of dairy type animals that are suitable to the local climate. 
Given the hot climate in the area, participants were uncertain about whether crossbred heifers 
would be suitable in the area. Participants noted that improved local dairy type animals may be 
preferable. Limited market opportunities for dairy products was also mentioned as a concern. Lack 
of experience and skills in dairy production was another concern of the CIGs. Lack of proper storage 
facilities and spoilage of milk due to the hot weather was another issue. Shortage of water, high 
prevalence of water-borne diseases and poor animal health services contribute to low productivity. 
According to participants, CIG group management and harmonious working relationships would be a 
concern since members were not very familiar with each other. Shortage of start-up capital and 
weak credit services hinder farmers from engaging in dairy businesses.  
 
According to participants, livestock fattening is mostly based on stall feeding. Shortage of feed and 
water were major concerns in fattening and fetching fodder and water was said to be too labour 
intensive. Lack of prior experience in modern fattening practices deserves attention. Unlike in other 
regions, risk of theft of animals from barns was mentioned as a concern. 
 
Participants indicated frequent outbreaks of animal diseases that kill many animals at once. 
Participants also reported lack of qualified veterinarians, and untimely availability of health services 
as concerns. Diseases were more prevalent when feed was scarce, usually in the dry periods.   
 
Availability of services 
There were no milk collection centres in the study area. Milk is stored in a traditional storage with 
ensuing loss due to spoilage. Predominant sources of animal feed in the study area were grass, hay 
and crop residues. Indigenous fodder trees were widely available. Oil cake from farmers who 





that the supply of wheat bran was also limited. Some manufactured feed was reportedly being 
smuggled from Sudan.  
According to participants, there was very limited supply of improved animal breeds (dairy or small 
ruminants). Weak and ineffective AI services was another factor hindering farm efforts to improve 
their breeds. The supply of improved chicken was reportedly better although still limited compared 
to the demand from farmers.  
Milk was sold to restaurants, cafes and individual consumers in the woreda towns and regional 
capital. Sometimes milk was sold to workers in investment firms. Milk spoilage was common due to 
the hot climate. Producers reported their plan to establish market linkage with large hotels in Assosa 
and other firms around the woreda in the future. Participants reported that there was generally 
plenty of market opportunity.  
Livestock markets seemed much more underdeveloped in Benishangul compared to other regions. 
Participants reported that they were forced to travel for up to 80 km to markets. Some abattoirs 
exist in the study area, although they have low slaughtering capacity per day (reportedly 18 heads of 
cattle per day). No livestock product processing facilities were encountered.  
Animal health posts were available in the kebeles, with one health worker per health post in most 
cases. The health posts mainly focus on preventive measures to prevent animal disease epidemics. 
Mass vaccinations were conducted when disease outbreaks were suspected. However, drugs were in 
scarce supply.  
CIG members reported that they were aware of credit service availability in the woredas. However, 
they did not have clarity on the requirements (eligibility criteria) to access loans, the terms of 
repayment (duration) and interest rate. This shows farmers did not use loans, suggesting that efforts 
are needed to promote credit services among farmers. A few respondents complained about the 
lengthy process they have to go through to get loans, the collateral requirements that don’t suit 
their situation and the short-term nature of the loans. Loans, whenever available, were usually 
provided to groups. 
Gambela region  
The qualitative survey in Gambela was conducted in two woredas and six kebeles (three treatment 
and three control). As in Benishangul Gumuz region, less than half of the CIG members reported 
having prior experience in the production and marketing of the priority commodities. This shows 
that concerted efforts will be needed to promote the priority market-oriented commodities among 
farmers in the region.   
Perceived challenges related to the priority commodities 
The fishery CIG members reported as their most serious concern the lack of access to market, lack of 
appropriate fish transport services to markets, absence of a cold chain system and market 
promotion, absence of proper boats (the boats are very primitive, wooden and not motorized), lack 
of swimming suit, lack of appropriate clothing to protect them from the cold at night, and lack of 





resource form the villages and lack of enough water that could enable fish reproduction close to the 
kebele. It was also reported that some youth refused to be organized in fishery CIGs because they 
could not see the possibility of market-oriented fishing in their kebele. They reported that they 
would rather be engaged in small ruminant or cattle fattening, which they thought would be easier 
to succeed. However, if the major challenges for fishing were to be alleviated, the youth reported 
they would be interested in engaging in the fishing business as well. Promoting aquaculture in the 
region may alleviate some of these challenges. 
 
Availability of services 
There were no milk collection centres nor milk processing services in the study area. Milk was sold to 
milk retailers or directly to consumers in town. There was no deliberate practice of feeding fish. All 
fishing is inland fishery and no aquaculture practice was reported. Fodder and water to cattle and 
small ruminants were available in abundance. Many types of indigenous grasses and fodder trees 
were widely available. Crop residues of corn and sorghum are also found in abundance. Some level 
of scarcity of natural fodder was reported in the dry seasons. There was potential for hay 
preparation since there was excess grass but there was no practice of hay making. Improved fodder 
crops and trees, industrial by-products that can be used for animal feed and manufactured feeds 
were not known. Although corn was widely produced, there was no practice of collecting stovers. 
This may indicate the need to promote using stovers as animal feed. Use of industrial by-products 
(oilcakes and wheat bran production) were reportedly not practiced.   
 
There was no supply of fingerlings; fish reproduce naturally in the water bodies. Similarly, there was 
no knowledge of improved breed supply of cattle, small ruminant and chicken. Only local breeds 
were used. Farmers did not have information where improved breeds could be purchased. Farmers 
reported that they had information that crossbred Holstein cows were available in the town of 
Gambela. Interestingly, respondents indicated that higher productivity dairy cows became available 
when the Sudan pastoralists migrated to the area for grazing. These cattle were bigger in size and 
produce more milk than the locals. Many people keep the Fellata goats by purchasing from the 
Sudanese, which were also bigger than the locals. There were no improved chicks and pullets supply 
to farmers and respondents did not know where they could find them.   
 
Fish were sold in the towns of Abobo and Gambela. Fish were also sold in other towns when demand 
in these towns drop. Fish was transported on bicycles and motorbikes. There was no delineated fish 
marketplace and fish were sold either door to door or to potential purchasers. Sometimes fish for 
sale were displayed under plastic tents. The primary buyers of fish were individual consumers and 
restaurants in the towns. It was reported that Abobo was about 10 km and Gambela about 55 km 
away from the fishing places. Although the roads leading to towns are gravel roads, bus transport 
from Abobo to Gambela was available year-round. The road from the kebeles to Abobo was 
accessible only by bicycles and motorbikes. 
 
There were no processing services for all animal products. Milk was only cooked for consumption in 







Regarding animal health services, an animal health clinic was available at the woreda town of Abobo. 
Drugs and vaccinations were provided by the district agricultural office health experts and scarcity 
was frequent. Vaccinations were provided for free and when available drugs were dispensed at 
affordable prices. 
 
Credit for livestock was provided by the Gambela Saving and Credit Institute (GCSI,) which has a 
branch office in Abobo. However, many people did not borrow from the microfinance institution 
because of lack of information on credit eligibility criteria, amount to be borrowed, interest rate and 
terms of repayment. 
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